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ABSTRACT
Although creative behaviors are known to have positive effects on general well-being, little
research has looked at the relationship between an individual’s creativity and stress within the
context of work. This research explored how creativity may work as a buffer against the strain of
job stressors. In study 1, six vignettes were developed using Role Stressor Theory (Kahn et al.,
1964) and the Challenge/Hindrance Framework of stress (Cavanaugh et al., 2000). A sample of
164 undergraduate students responded to the vignettes and results showed that trait-level
creativity was directly related not only to the creativity of the solutions the participants
generated, but also impacted the way they perceived and responded to the stressors. Creative
participants were more likely to view the stressors as challenges to be overcome rather than
hindrances and were more likely to suggest they would employ active coping mechanisms to
tackle these stressors. In the second study, a sample of 273 working adults completed a
questionnaire regarding creativity and the stressors-strain pathway (Spector & Jex, 1998) within
their jobs. This study found that employee creativity was positively related to outcomes such as
job satisfaction, engagement, and flow states at work and negatively related to physical health
symptoms, turnover intent, and burnout. The study also found that for certain types of work
stressors, namely organizational constraints, creativity acted as a buffer against strain,
moderating the strength of the relationship between stressors (constraints) and strain measured as
turnover intent, burnout, and physical health symptoms. The findings of these studies suggest
that trait creativity impacts not only employees’ capacity to generate new and useful ideas and
solutions, but also their ability to manage and respond to stressors at work.
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INTRODUCTION
Given the changing nature of work, creativity is a construct of increasing interest to
organizational leaders. In their review of the changing nature of work, Burke and Ng (2006)
outlined several ways that work is changing and continues to change, including common themes
such as technological advancements and the globalization of work. Amid these changes, the
currency of human talent at work may be shifting to a need for a different skill set beyond that
which is commonly the focus in predicting job performance, namely cognitive ability and
conscientiousness. As work changes, the nature of performance and the criteria for judging
organizational success may be changing as well. Job needs and requirements are shifting, and
industries are finding themselves in tight competition to stay relevant and be successful; thus, the
employee skills and organizational functions that previously led to top performance and positive
outcomes such as cognitive ability (Schmidt & Hunter, 1998) and personality (Barrick & Mount,
1991) may no longer be central to predicting job-related success. Instead, highly creative
employees may become more desirable, more capable, and be more suited to the type of work
that is emerging in the modern, global economy. The traditional organizational outcome focus on
production is shifting to one of innovation, to stay ahead of the competition; and the focus on
employee performance as the only metric is shifting to include employee well-being. Indeed,
Frey and Osborne (2017) analyzed changes in work and anticipated that desirable skills in the
workplace are shifting due to automation towards jobs and skills related to creativity and
innovation.
In addition to a shift in valued employee skills, workplace research and practices are
increasingly interested in elements of the employee experience that may improve individual and
organizational level outcomes, such as health, stress, and well-being (e.g., Bliese, Edwards,
1

Sonnentag 2017; Hackman and Oldham 1974; Humphrey, Nahrgang, & Morgeson, 2007; Jex,
1998). Specifically, elements of worker health and well-being such as stress, burnout, and worklife balance, as well as job characteristics that can enhance worker states such as engagement,
satisfaction, and identification are becoming a focal point for organizations and organizational
research, with specific interest in enhancing worker experiences, emotions, and well-being
through a variety of interventions in order to increase engagement and performance and prevent
turnover and the loss of talent.
A great deal of literature, both theoretical (Kahn et al., 1964; Karasek, 1979; Folkman &
Lazarus, 1984; LePine, Podsakoff, & LePine 2005, etc) and empirical (Bliese, Edwards,
Sonnentag 2017; Podsakoff, LePine,& LePine, 2007; Richardson & Rothstein, 2008), exists
regarding stress at work, its causes, and the pathways and mechanisms that explain the stressorstrain relationships (Jex & Beehr, 1991; Spector & Jex, 1998). Research that has looked at traits
and stress focus primarily on personality (e.g., Kammeyer-Mueller, Judge, Scott, 2009; Swider &
Zimmerman, 2010), but creativity’s positive influence on well-being outcomes also has some
support (Kaimal, Ray, & Muniz, 2016; Leckey, 2011). For example, creativity as a behavior
outside of work has been found to buffer the effects of workplace stress by working as a
recovery mechanism (Eschleman, Mathieu, & Cooper, 2017). However, almost all these studies
focus on creative nonwork behavior for recovery outside of work, rather than any ways in which
creativity as a trait may influence outcomes at work, especially outside of the common outcome
of performance. The present study aims to address these gaps by examining how trait creativity
may impact workplace outcomes such as well-being, specifically through its impact on the
stressor-strain path. I will begin this literature review by describing how and why creativity is
emerging as an important construct as the nature of work changes and defining creativity based
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on the literature around it. Then, I will describe creativity’s known existing connections to stress
and well-being generally and make propositions around the relationships between stress and
creativity in the workplace. Next, I will outline existing theories about stress and propose how
creativity may function as a moderator of these known pathways. I will describe a few other
factors that may be relevant to these pathways and finally, I will describe two separate studies
that were conducted to examine the hypothesized relationships and pathways.

The Changing Nature of Work: Emerging Constructs
New interest in workplace constructs such as individual creativity is not to say that
traditional predictors of performance are without use. However, changes in work may mean that
intelligence alone can’t predict the breadth of important outcomes anymore, or at least not in all
job contexts. Indeed, numerous researchers have sought additional traits to predict performance,
some of which may be related to creativity. Prominently, Pulakos and colleagues (2000) describe
adaptive performance, which refers to the ability to cope and deal with real or anticipated
changes at work. This concept of adaptive performance was specifically outlined as a skill that is
increasingly important as work changes rapidly. What’s more, even within adaptive
performance, one dimension, “creative problem solving,” stands out, indicating a growing
interest in creative workers and creative traits as performance predictors.
In addition to an individual-level interest in creative workers, organizational-level
variables are increasingly important with a growing trend toward multilevel data. Variables such
as climate and culture are frequently measured phenomena (Schneider et al., 2013), and are used
to study effects that can be explained at higher levels of analysis. Research exists exploring
“climate for innovation” (Ahmed, 1998; Somech & Drach-Zahavy, 2013), but our understanding
of how this is defined and measured, as well as what it predicts, is still scarce. For innovation to
3

be occurring at an organizational level, at least one of two things must be true. First, the jobs
themselves should be creative jobs or at least jobs that allow for creativity. According to Frey
and Osborne’s (2017) assessment, these jobs are going to be increasingly common as
computerization overtakes less innovative work. The second factor that must be true for
organizational innovation to occur is that organizations must have employees that drive the
innovation; in other words, a creative workforce.
Unfortunately, the role of workplace creativity and its relationship with performance and
well-being constructs are still emerging areas that are under-explored in the context of work and
work-life interface. There have been several theoretical models, definitions, constructs, and
experiments in this area of research, but there is a lack of agreement or connection between the
various studies. Specifically, many of the above-mentioned studies have focused primarily on
narrow definitions of creativity that are not always consistent with one another and are often
lacking elements that may be critical to the concept of creativity. Other studies have explored
specific mechanisms such as rumination and recovery related to creativity but have often been
more focused on behaviors outside of work. Although research strongly suggests that there are
positive outcomes to specific creative expression, typically measured creativity through visual art
or music, less is known about the circumstances in which creative work behavior can produce
positive benefits in the context of work. Although some studies have begun exploring the
influence of creativity at work and outside of work on employee well-being, more research is
needed to better understand if on-the-job creativity results in increases in job performance factors
and well-being, as well as why these changes might occur.
In the following sections I will describe the current state of the literature on creativity at
work and where the current gaps that exist. First, I will outline the basics of creativity at work, its
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definitions, relationship with outcomes, and major theories on how it functions in workplace
contexts, while highlighting the major gaps that the present study intends to focus on. Then, I
will examine how creativity might directly influence important job outcomes like performance
and well-being. From there, I will outline some potential contextual moderators of this
relationship. Finally, I will focus on how certain pathways, specifically stress-processes, might
be influenced by a person’s creativity. Creativity at work is a broad area with many avenues for
potential research, and thus filling every current gap in a single study is impossible. However,
guided by theory and current findings on creativity and stress, the proposed study focuses on
creativity as an individual difference and its impact on worker well-being through various
cognitive processes.

Existing Conceptualizations of Creativity
Organizational research has struggled to clearly define and measure creativity and
innovation at work. The literature on creativity at work has been abstract and unstable, with most
examples of creativity focused on a very specific and narrow set of work behaviors (e.g., Zhou &
George, 2001). Other researchers have conceptualized creativity as an individual difference
variable (e.g., Zhou, 2003), and although creativity is widely defined and interpreted in this way,
there is no one specific measure for determining whether an employee is creative. In addition,
there is a focus on organizational-level “creativity” typically referred to as “innovation,” which is
a process- or outcome- focused construct (Damanpour, 1991).
Despite these different approaches to creativity, two defining characteristics emerge as
most widely accepted defining factors. Creativity in a work context is most often defined using
Amabile’s two-part definition stating that creativity involves the generation of novel and useful
ideas (Amabile, 1982). Thus, creativity is both something different or new as well as something
5

useful and actionable. The second defining characteristic in the creativity literature is the
distinction between creativity and innovation. In most of the literature, creativity refers to
individual actions and behaviors or an individual difference and thus occurs at the individual
level. Additionally, when combining this creativity/innovation perspective with Amabile’s
definition, there is somewhat of a person- and somewhat process- oriented aspect to creativity.
That is, creativity occurs within an individual, but is inherently a cognitive process. Innovation,
on the other hand, is typically considered an organizational-level process or an outcome of
creativity (Amabile, 1988; 1997). That is, innovation is the implementation of creative ideas,
most often at the organizational level. The process perspective of innovation was emphasized by
Hammond et al. (2011) who focused on the generation of alternatives, selecting among
alternatives, and implementing from the chosen alternative. An example of the outcome
perspective of innovation by Bharadwaj and Menon (2000) also described innovation as a
function of individual efforts, where the individual-level creativity ultimately facilitates the
organizational-level creativity, otherwise known as innovation.
Widespread use of the term creativity has referred to both an individual-level trait (e.g.,
creative personality; Zhou, 2003) and an internal cognitive process of creativity (e.g., generation
of ideas; Amabile, 1982). Innovation is generally thought to occur at the organizational level,
but, like individual creativity, can also be thought of as a process (Amabile, 1988) or even an
outcome of creativity and the creative process (Damanpour, 1991). Indeed, the marriage of these
perspectives was clarified by Zhou (2003) who stated that, by definition, “individual creativity is
different from organizational innovation in that the former involves individual employees’ idea
generation whereas the latter includes idea generation and implementation throughout the
organization (Amabile, 1988).”
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In summary, both creativity and innovation at work relate to the antecedents, processes,
and outcomes of introducing new and/or improved ways of doing things. According to Anderson
and colleagues (2014) and based on a summation of the literature, the creativity stage refers to
idea generation (coming up with new and useful ideas) whereas the innovation phase is the stage
in which these generated ideas are then put into practice. Both creativity and innovation can
occur at the individual, team, or organizational level. The understanding of and distinction
between creativity and innovation is important; however, the present study will focus on
individual level creativity. A focus on creativity at work is needed first, as it serves as a predictor
variable to innovation as well as, potentially, other important constructs. Thus, this research will
examine how an individual's creativity at work relates to their working experiences and
outcomes. Specifically, the studies conducted here explored the impact of individual creativity
on established stressor-strain pathways relating to worker stress and well-being.

Creativity Defined as a Trait
Although definitions and measurements of creativity may vary, the existence of these
theories, measurements, and approaches to creativity indicate the existence of a trait, skill, or
behavior “creativity,” which will vary from person to person. If it is a trait, skill, or ability, then
it can be defined as an individual difference, which is defined any dimension along which people
vary (Chernyshenko, Stark, & Drasgow, 2011) or as individual’s tendencies, capacities, or
dispositions which may influence their frequency or range of behaviors (Motowidlo, Borman, &
Schmidt, 1997). Based on the way creativity is defined by Amabile (Amabile, 1988; 1997) and
measured in much of the literature (Zhou, 2003), it is likely that creativity is and should be
treated as an individual difference, or trait, on which people can be expected to vary. The most
obvious creative outcomes are the stereotypically creative behaviors, such as painting,
7

composing, writing, or other traditionally artistic pursuits. However, there are other outcomes
that could be expected of creative individuals, including those that are relevant to the workplace.
Batey (2012) created a framework around measurement of creativity in organizations that
describes the various ways in which creativity can be analyzed. Specifically, this framework
emphasized the intersections of three perspectives: Level, facet, and measurement approach. The
“levels” of measurement include individual, team, organization, and culture. The facets of
measurement, which concern what is being analyzed, include (1) traits, which involve the
analysis of the characteristics of the person or system of interest, (2) processes, which is
interested in the steps or processes such as cognitive process within an individual, (3) press,
which is related to the environment in which the creative person and process exist, and finally (4)
products, which relates to the assessment of a product or outcome. Finally, measurement
approach specifies whether self-ratings, other-ratings, or objective measures are utilized.
For creativity to be utilized in a complete way for the prediction of expected outcomes, it
should be assessed in the same way other individual differences that predict performance and
other outcomes tend to be typically assessed. These include the popular measures of personality
(Costa & McCrae, 1992), vocational preference (Holland, 1973), cognitive style (Richardson,
1977; Paivio, 1971) emotional intelligence (Saklofske, Austin, & Minski, 2003), cultural
intelligence (Ang, Van Dyne, Koh, & Ng, 2004), core self-evaluations (Judge, 2009), and many
more. Thus, the missing piece in creativity research is best exemplified by the specific section in
Batey’s matrix that is the individual level, the trait facet, and the self-rating measurement
approach. This is the approach that the present study aims to take, using an individual-difference
trait which is being examined through self-report measures.
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Early creativity assessment did the same thing. For example, one of the most well-known,
early measures of creativity is the Torrance Test of Creative Thinking (Torrance, 1980, 1981).
The test is made up of a series of verbal and non-verbal tasks and was expected to predict
creative achievements, which was found to be true in later, longitudinal follow-ups (Torrance,
1980, 1981). Torrance’s measure was utilized primarily as a test for young, school aged children
and expected to predict their creative success later in life. The Torrance Test is considered to be a
test of “creative thinking” which includes divergent thinking, problem solving, and general
creativity, and is made up of four scales, or factors. These scales are (1) Fluency, which refers to
the number of meaningful and relevant ideas that are generated by the participant, (2) Flexibility,
which refers to the total number of different categories and responses, (3) Originality, which is
the uniqueness or rarity of responses, and finally (4) Elaboration, which is the level of detail
provided within each response. Indeed, these factors somewhat map on to Amabile’s definition,
with originality being akin to the “novel” aspect of the definition and fluency being akin to the
“useful” aspect. However, flexibility and elaboration provide additional information that is
relevant to the trait of creativity, as Runco and colleagues found in a 50 year follow-up study that
the composite of all four factors was significantly related to personal achievement (2010). Such
findings do indicate evidence both that an individual difference of creativity exists and that this
individual difference will impact work and life outcomes, especially for creative work.
As creativity can be defined as an individual difference, it is expected that there will not
only be variance between-persons in degree of creativity, but also that there will be variance in
work-related outcomes of individual creativity. However, research on the outcomes of creativity
at work is somewhat limited. There has been some increased interest in these potential
relationships due to the notion that as work shifts over time, the traditional conceptions as work-
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for-productivity are moving more towards a focus on work-for-innovation (Frey & Osborne,
2017). Indeed, in a competitive, rapidly-changing, globalized, and highly technological
economy, innovation is becoming the focus of many organizations in order to survive and excel
within their spheres, and innovation is an organizational outcome that begins with employees
acting creatively (Amabile, 2012). Thus, many organizations, not just those in traditionally
“artistic” industries (e.g., design, music, writing, and visual art) are developing a work-forinnovation approach and may be focusing on hiring creative workers. In particular, the focus on
creative workers is clear in the massive, growing fields of information-technology, software
development, entertainment, social media, advertising, and marketing, among others (Bureau of
Labor Statistics, 2020; Jeffcutt, 2000). This increasing emphasis on creativity in so many
industries echoes what Frey and Osborne (2017) describe in their review: That creative workers
and innovative work are likely to be increasingly related to broad job performance in a wider
variety of fields. While it is highly intuitive that creative workers will see increased performance
when doing creative tasks in creative jobs, what is less clear is if there are other outcomes that
may emerge as a result of creativity at work, and if these outcomes will vary by industry or job.

Outcomes of Creativity: Well-Being
In addition to job performance, it is also possible that well-being is related to creativity.
Indeed, a great deal of evidence points to a broad relationship between creativity and health.
These relationships are widely supported in a variety of situations. For example, recent research
shows consistent positive outcomes for individuals outside of work engaging in creative
behaviors. As an example, one study found a reduction in levels of cortisol (the stress hormone)
among participants who were given 45 minutes of time to create visual art (Kaimal, Ray, &
Muniz, 2016). Participants in this study also self-reported positive and relaxing feelings
10

following the creative session and indicated that they had entered a state of “flow”
(Csikszentmihalyi, 1997), defined as an optimal performance state, in which they lost themselves
in the creative act. Additionally, these effects were found for all participants regardless of
interest in or experience with art, choice of media, or demographic factors.
Other studies have found similar patterns. According to a systematic review of mental
well-being and creative activities Leckey (2011), engaging in creative thoughts and behaviors
has been found to reduce stress, promote recovery, improve self-esteem and quality of life, and
promote personal growth (Hacking et al., 2006; Holt, 2008). In addition, there are cognitive
benefits to creative thoughts and behaviors, such as in memory, learning, and improved skills
(Marshall & Hutchinson, 2001). Other, more work related outcomes include better management
of anxiety and confidence in completing projects, engagement in projects, and perhaps most
notably, one study found improved staff retention as employees tended to prefer working in a
more creative environment (Teall et al., 2006; Webster et al., 2016; Wiltshire, 2007). Overall,
incorporating art in health care was found to be related to greater improvements in well-being
(Leckey, 2011). The above findings highlight the reason behind the growing field of art therapy,
in which art is used as a means to explore, understand, and improve mental health. The evidence
in psychological research, and the field of art therapy, highlights the way that creative actions
can heal and enhance quality of life. Similarly, some studies have found work-related benefits to
creative behavior under certain conditions (Eschleman, Mathieu, Cooper, 2017; Vahle-Hinz,
Mauno, de Bloom, & Kinnunen, 2017)
The positive effects of creativity on mental health are well-established (Case & Dalley,
2014; Kaimal, Ray, & Muniz, 2016; Leckey, 2011). Art therapy has been used to help patients
struggling with PTSD (Chapman et al., 2001), decrease depression among prison inmates
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(Gussak, 2009), decrease depression, hostility, anxiety while increasing self-image among
veterans (Kopytin & Lebedev, 2013), and can even be used to help cancer patients in a variety of
ways including decreasing depression, anxiety, and somatic symptoms, as well as increasing
quality of life, personal growth, coping, self-expression, and social interaction (Geue et al., 2010;
Svensk et al, 2009). In these studies, art therapy was typically utilized in such a way that
participants were involved in several week or month long programs in which they engaged in the
creation of visual art for a designated number of hours per day or week, and this intervention was
typically highly structured and often paired with a counselor or therapist who guided
participants. Art therapy is thus not a perfect proxy for any creative behavior, but it does provide
a foundation indicating that under certain conditions, artistic and creative behaviors can be
utilized to improve well-being.
There are also known relationships between positive mental states and creativity, such
that positive affect promotes creative problem solving (Amabile, Barsade, & Mueller, 2005; Isen,
Daubman, & Nowicki, 1987). These findings are in accordance with Frederickson’s broadenand-build theory of positive emotions (2005), which posits that positive emotions will broaden
an individual’s thoughts and thus encourage more varied, exploratory, and novel ideas and
behaviors. In other words, positive emotions lead to creativity. These new ideas and actions are
also expected to result in more positive emotions, creating an upward spiral of both creativity
and well-being. This theory and its supporting research provide another encouraging link
between creativity and well-being.
Most research does point to a relationship between creativity, or at least certain creative
behaviors, and positive mental and emotional states. Ultimately, a relationship between creativity
and overall well-being is likely reciprocal. General well-being can promote creative thought and
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behavior, as Frederickson’s broaden-and-build theory summarizes and empirical research has
supported. There is also substantial evidence to suggest that creative acts can work to reduce
stress (Kaimal, Ray, & Muniz, 2016), promote more positive mood states (Leckey, 2011), and be
even more effective than physical training and yoga to promote relaxed states (Khasky & Smith,
1999). Creative behaviors like visual arts and music can even go so far as to be utilized for
therapeutic purposes (e.g., Chapman et al., 2001; Geue et al., 2010; Gussak, 2009; Kopytin &
Lebedev, 2013; Svensk et al, 2009). However, in general, little empirical research has explored
the creativity-well-being relationship in the workplace, specifically. Furthermore, the
relationship between creativity and well-being is usually examined as a relationship between a
specific creative work behavior at a certain time and an immediate well-being outcome following
that creative behavior. However, some of the research from the Torrance Test of Creative
Thinking does indicate positive relationships between trait creativity early in life and later
achievements, which could contribute to positive self-image, satisfaction, and thus overall wellbeing (Runco et al., 2010). Based on these findings, and all other studies that have linked
creative behaviors to general health, reduced stress, and other positive outcomes, the present
study specifically explored whether there is indeed a relationship between individual creativity
and well-being in the context of work.
Hypothesis 1a: Individual creativity will be related to well-being such that there will be a
negative relationship between individual creativity and physical symptoms of health.
Hypothesis 1b: Individual creativity will be related to well-being such that there will be a
positive relationship between individual creativity and job satisfaction.
Hypothesis 1c: Individual creativity will be related to well-being such that there will be a
negative relationship between individual creativity and burnout.
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Stress and Creativity: Theoretical Perspective
Before I expand upon the idea that creativity improves well-being and specifically,
reduces stress, it is important to understand the concept of stress specifically and the theoretical
mechanisms by which stress functions. First, it is important to recognize that there is a
distinction between stressors, stress, and strain (Spector & Jex, 1998). All these stress-related
variables are frequently lumped under the single term “stress,” however, they are conceptually
distinct. Specifically, stressors are environmental factors, situations, circumstances, and other
inconveniences that create “stress.” For example, a car breaking down, bills piling up, or an
argument with a coworker may be considered “stressors.” Stress is better described as
“perceived stress,” as it is more about an individual’s perception or interpretation of the stressor.
Thus, stressors are objective and measurable, but perceived stress varies greatly from person to
person, and can vary greatly. Ultimately, strains are the results of stress, noticeable changes such
as burnout, physical and/or mental health struggles, negative emotions, and more. Thus, stressors
lead to perceived stress which leads to strain, or the outcomes of stress. This distinction becomes
important for discussing theoretically why something such as creativity may be able to buffer, or
reduce, strain (stress outcomes).
It has been found that creative behaviors can act as a recovery mechanism from stress and
strain (Eschleman, Mathieu, & Cooper, 2017), but it is important to understand not only why this
is occurring, but how creativity may not only help to recover from strain, but also to buffer the
stressor-strain relationship. The following sections will use stress theories as a basis to explain
the mechanisms that allow creativity and creative behaviors to aid individuals through stressful
situations. First, it is important to describe generally stress and health and theoretical models that
support the notion that creativity is a buffer to stress and can improve well-being. Then, the
pathways that stress may create must be explored, so that it is possible to pinpoint exactly where
14

and how creativity is involved in the stress process, specifically, as a moderator. Other key
variables that are likely to be influenced by creativity and stress will also be explored. Finally,
some contextual factors must be considered.
There are several major theoretical perspectives on occupational stress and health which
may be used to explain how an individual’s creativity at work can play a role in their well-being
outcomes. One major example is Karasek’s model of job characteristics and strain (1979), a
theory that states that job demands and the employee’s decision latitude interact to predict strain.
Most often referred to as the Job Demands-Control theory, the framework forms quadrants from
the two factors, demands (high/low) and decision latitude (high/low). A job that is high in both
demands and decision latitude is said to be an active job, whereas a job that is low in both is said
to be passive. Meanwhile, a job high in decision latitude but low in demands is low strain, while
a job that is high in demands with low decision latitude is a high strain job. Thus, the model
works to predict whether employees in a given job will see increases in stress, strain, and thus
decreases in well-being based on these two factors. As a stress theory, most research around this
theory has been focused on the high demands, low decision latitude condition, where stress is
likely to be highest.
Later theories emerged that expanded upon this model, including the Job DemandsControl-Support model (Johnson & Hall, 1988), the Job Demands-Resources model (Demerouti
et al., 2001), and the Demand-Induced Strain-Compensation (DISC) model which incorporates
demands, resources, detachment, and outcomes in various types (De Jonge, Demerouti, &
Dormann, 2014). The central tenet to all of these variations of the basic job demands-control
theory is that resources, whether they be supplies, assets, or materials provided to the worker,
characteristics of the job, traits of the worker, or forms of organizational and social support,
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serve to buffer the relationship between stressors and strain and allow the individual to better
manage, cope with, avoid, or recover from stress and strain. Specifically, considering this theory
from the stressor-perceived stress-strain pathway, resources exist as mechanisms to reduce how
much a stressor will result in perceptions of stress, and thus ultimately, strain. A lack of
resources, control, and support in a highly demanding job (in other words, a job with a high
degree of stressors) will only lead to increases in stress and strain, which ultimately leads to
strain outcomes such as negative health and well-being.
Demerouti and colleagues’ (2001) Job Demands-Resources variation of this theory found
that the combination of high demands and low resources predict the components of burnout, a
finding that has also been corroborated by meta-analytic evidence (Alarcon, 2011). Burnout is
defined as emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and reduced personal accomplishment
(Maslach, 1986), is the opposite of work engagement (Gonalez-Roma et al., 2006), and is highly
correlated with stress (Etzion, 1984). Indeed, JD-R theory is one that focuses on employee stress
and burnout in the face of high work demands and few work resources, and overwhelming
evidence supports the theory. Specifically, job demands relate to the emotional exhaustion
component of burnout such that increases in demands lead to emotional exhaustion, whereas job
resources lead to the disengagement component of burnout, such that decreases in resources lead
to disengagement. This concept that resources can counteract job demands to reduce stress
outcomes is where an employee’s creativity comes in. Indeed, creativity as a human trait or skill
may serve as a personal resource, moderating the effects of stress on strain such that more
creative individuals experience less strain in the face of the same stressors (see Figure 1).
Hypothesis 2: Individual creativity will moderate the relationship between job stressors
and strain, such that high levels of creativity will weaken the positive relationship between
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stressors, as measured by job demands and organizational constraints, and strain, as measured
by physical symptoms, burnout, and turnover intent.
Employee
creativity

Strain (Physical
symptoms, burnout,
turnover intent)

Stressors
(Demands and
Constraints)

Figure 1: The moderating role of creativity on the stressor-strain relationship
The Moderating Role of Creativity: Mediating Mechanisms
Although I have argued that creativity may buffer stress at work in the same way other
resources might, there are further theoretical reasons to expect creativity to be a particularly
important moderator. Specifically, a pioneering theory of stress, the Transactional Stress Model
(Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), states that stress is a result of the person-environment interaction,
particularly in the way in which the person responds to the environmental stressors. Specifically,
stressors exist in the environment, and the individual appraises them and then determines how to
cope. Specifically, this model of stress suggests a mediated pathway between environmental
stressors and the strain outcomes, which include well-being and health outcomes for the
individual. The mediators are the appraisals, first appraising whether the stressor is in fact
threatening, and second appraising whether or not there are enough resources to cope with the
stressor. If the stressor is both threatening and the individual lacks the resources to cope, the
outcome is strain. This socio-cognitive, transactional stress model’s mediated path is the pathway
that creativity is expected to moderate. Specifically, if a stressor exists in the environment that is
perceived as threatening at the first level of appraisal, the second level of appraisal will be
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influenced by employee creativity, such that more creative employees will have better resources
to cope with the stressor and ultimately experience less strain. See Figure 2.
Employee
creativity

Stressors (job
demands, etc)

Appraisal 1:
Threat

Appraisal 2: Coping
Resources

Strain (well-being,
health, burnout, etc)

Figure 2: The moderating role of creativity in the transactional stress model
To further explain the moderating role of creativity in the stressor-strain relationship, the
nature of different stressors needs to be examined next. It has been explained that stress is the
result of a person-situation interaction, and just as the person can vary in terms of their resources
like creativity, the situational factors, or stressors, vary as well. A prominent stress theory that
describes these differences is the Challenge-Hindrance stressor model (Cavanaugh et al., 2000;
LePine, Podsakoff, & LePine, 2005). The basic idea is, as described in the
sociocognitive/transactional stress model, some stressors are appraised differently than others not
only as a function of the resources of the person but as a function of different types of stressors
themselves. Specifically, stressors fall into one of two types: (1) challenge stressors which are
positive and illicit “active coping” and problem solving and are positively related to job
satisfaction and organizational commitment but negatively related to turnover, or (2) hindrance
stressors which are threatening, overwhelming, and result in negative outcomes such as
decreased job satisfaction and organizational commitment but increases in turnover.
In the original conceptualization and meta-analyses of the challenge/hindrance
framework, the implication was that stressors were categorized as either challenge or hindrance
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based on objective characteristics and thus exhibited the expected relationship (e.g., Posakoff,
LePine, & LePine, 2007). For example, high workload, time pressure, and responsibility are
considered challenge stressors because they create opportunities for development and
achievement, while ambiguity, organizational politics, and security concerns were examples of
hindrance stressors because they present obstacles to any growth or accomplishment. However, it
may be worth re-evaluating this perspective from a more subjective standpoint, as the
transactional stress model describes strain as a result of the person-situation interaction, such that
the individual may appraise the stressor as either challenge or hindrance not based on its
objective features but based on the individual’s resources - in this case, creativity. For example, a
measure created by Peacock and Wong (1990), called the Stress Appraisal Measure (SAM), was
specifically designed to explore how different individuals interpret stressors, based on factors
like whether the stressor is controllable, a challenge, or a threat. Later, Searle and Auton (2015)
also suggested that there was merit to measuring challenge and hindrance stressors based on
individual perception as opposed to objective features of the stressor, and created their own
measure intended to do just that.
Although some stressors may always be hindrances, such as ambiguity or demands that
are impossible to meet, it is likely that many stressors at work may be interpreted as either
challenges or hindrances based on the individual’s perception and personal resources. Indeed, the
literature identifies differences in coping styles, which include active, problem-focused coping
and avoidance, emotion-focused coping (Jex et al., 2001). Active coping styles are problemfocused in nature and intend to change or reduce the stressor, whereas avoidance coping is
characterized by denial or disengagement. It is expected, then, that when faced with more
ambiguous stressors at work (e.g., stressors that are not definitively either challenges or
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hindrances), more creative workers will be more likely to engage in active coping responses
when compared to less creative people. Specifically, as the literature on creativity suggests,
creative people are expected to be better at coming up with ideas that are both novel and useful
and thus should be able and willing to overcome certain stressors due to the appraisal that they
have the resources to actively cope, while less creative individuals will struggle in the face of
stressors as they have fewer cognitive resources and will engage in more avoidant styles of
coping. See Figure 3 for an example of these relationships.
Hypothesis 3a: Individuals with high levels of creativity will be more likely to appraise
high work demands (as measured by stressful scenarios) as challenge rather than hindrance
stressors, whereas those who are low on creativity, high demands are more likely to be
appraised as hindrance stressors
Hypothesis 3b: Appraisal of the stressors as challenges will partially mediate the
relationship between creativity and avoidance coping.
Hypothesis 3c: Appraisal of the stressors as hindrances will partially mediate the
relationship between creativity and avoidance coping.

Employee
creativity

Stressors (job
demands, etc)

Appraisal 2:
Coping
(Active vs.
Avoidance)

Appraisal 1: Threat
(challenge vs.
hindrance)

Strain (well-being,
health, burnout, etc)

Figure 3: The impact of employee creativity on the stressor-appraisal-strain path
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Job Characteristics and Creativity: Creative Person-Job Fit
I have outlined several ways in which creativity may influence work outcomes, in
particular the stressor-strain relationship. However, a person’s trait creativity cannot on its own
explain the entirety of the outcomes they experience at work. There is always an interaction
between the person and the situation, and the situation will include a number of factors beyond
just the stressors themselves. There are factors of the job-related context that contribute to
creativity at work. Specifically, the following factors may contribute to job context for creativity:
(1) the job and industry itself (e.g., what is the position and in what field) and (2) broad
organizational factors such as organizational goals and climate for innovation. Moreover, there is
certainly an interaction between these factors and the individual, such that creative people may
fit better in creative jobs.
Schneider (1987), specifical, first proposed what was called the Attraction-SelectionAttrition (ASA) framework. This framework described how individuals are attracted to jobs in
which they perceive a good match between themselves and that job, they are more likely to be
selected into jobs in which the employer also perceives an adequate match, and finally, these
hired individuals are more likely to remain in a job if that match continues to be perceived.
Ultimately, the ASA framework theoretically explains why individuals within a single working
environment are expected to be like one another as a result of these three stages of selection and
deselection. Eventually, this idea was incorporated by other theorists and became known as
Person-Organization fit (PO fit; Kristof, 1996). At a broad level, the concept has been called
Person-Environment fit, and is said to encompass more specific “fit” elements including PersonOrganization, Person-Job, Person-Supervisor, and more (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005). For the
present review, the focus will be largely on PO-fit or PJ-fit, as that is what can be ascertained and
utilized to explore this idea that there may be an interaction between creativity of an individual
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and creativity of a job. As I have already described, it is expected that individuals will have
varying levels of creativity and this trait difference will influence well-being outcomes.
However, just like the job demands-resources model describes the interaction between the
individual’s resources (in this case, trait creativity) and environmental factors known as demands
(or stressors), there is also likely to be an effect of the interaction between the individual and the
job itself as described by the literature on PO fit.
It is intuitive that certain jobs, organizations, or industries may be more inherently
creative or allow for more creativity among workers than others. For example, the Occupational
Information Network (O*NET, 2020) is a comprehensive database describing detailed
information on thousands of jobs, including descriptors on abilities such as thinking creatively.
Previous research has utilized O*NET to code jobs according to other factors such as
occupational hazards (Ford & Tetrick, 2011), job demands (Fisher et al., 2014), emotional labor
(Grandey, Kern, & Frone, 2007), and even a few studies have utilized it for the specific purpose
of coding creative jobs (Eschleman, Mathieu, & Cooper, 2017; Shalley, Gibson, & Blum. 2000).
Another framework for considering more creative, or “artistic,” jobs is Holland’s theory of
vocational choice, also called the RIASEC model (Holland, 1959; 1973; 1997). In this model,
occupations are considered according to type, with each letter in RIASEC representing the
following six occupational types: Realistic, investigative, artistic, social, enterprising, and
conventional. In Holland’s model, they are put on a hexagon, with opposite types on opposite
sides, somewhat like a color wheel. While the theory itself does not necessarily put all 6 career
types on a spectrum from most to least creative, the “artistic” jobs are certainly the most creative
while “conventional” jobs are the least creative. For the other four types of choices, however,
there is a great deal of variance. Thus, Holland’s model is not a perfect match to understand
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creative work, but it does support the idea that some jobs are inherently more or less creative, or
in this case artistic, than others.
Karasek’s theory on job demands and control, as well the following Job DemandsResources model, all suggest that a job high in both control/resources and demands would be one
that is “active,” a more complex but ultimately satisfying job. Therefore, from a theoretical
standpoint, it is important to consider not only the resources (creativity) or demands (stressors)
specifically, but also what the resources and demands in general are within a given job by
measuring the job or industry itself. It is likely that a certain degree of fit may be necessary for
the JD-R theory to apply in a creative context. That is, creative people may need to be in more
creative jobs to experience that “active” job and job satisfaction. This would likely best be
measured through flow states, which are defined as states of immersion in an activity and
enjoying it intensely (Csikszentmihalyi, 1997; Nielsen & Cleal, 2010). Indeed, that match
between job demands and resources does promote flow states at work (Zito, Cortese, &
Colombo, 2016). Thus, it is expected that more creative people in more creative jobs will be
more likely to experience these flow states and the ultimate job satisfaction. As suggested by
both PO-Fit and the JD-R model, people who are creative but in less creative jobs will be
experiencing low fit and the high resources, low demands combination, resulting in a low strain
job from which they are disengaged, bored, and dissatisfied. A person with low creativity but a
creative job would also experience lack of fit and high degrees of strain and dissatisfaction.
Hypothesis 4a: When Person-Organization fit is high, trait creativity will be associated
with high degrees of engagement, job satisfaction, and flow states at work.
Hypothesis 4b: When Person-Organization fit is low, trait creativity will be associated
with high degrees of dissatisfaction and disengagement.
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Literature Review and Hypotheses Summarized
Defined as the generation of novel and useful ideas (Amabile, 1982), the construct of
creativity in workplace contexts has long been theorized as an influential factor but scarcely been
studied empirically. Creativity has been described as an important construct for the future of
work (Frey & Osborne, 2017) and creative behaviors have long been observed to have positive
impact on mental health, well-being, and stress reduction (e.g., Case & Dalley, 2014; Kaimal,
Ray, & Muniz, 2016; Hacking et al., 2006; Holt, 2008; Leckey, 2011) and have even been used
as a therapeutic technique (Chapman et al., 2001; Gussak, 2009; Kopytin & Lebedev, 2013).
However, there is little to no research that has sought to combine these ideas by examining
creativity as an individual difference and its potential impact on workplace well-being,
specifically. Although it is established in a number of studies that creativity is a measurable
individual difference (e.g., Torrance, 1969), few researchers have utilized it in the same way that
the literature has explored other individual differences such as personality (Costa & McCrae,
1992) or cognitive ability (Schmidt & Hunter, 1998) as a predictor of important workplace
outcomes and thought processes. Those few studies that have examined creativity at work have
often explored either its effectiveness in creative outcomes (Torrance, 1981), its usefulness as a
recovery mechanism or buffer for stress when engaged in outside of work (Eschleman, Mathieu,
& Cooper, 2017), or simply within very specific contexts (Vahle-Hinz, Mauno, de Bloom, &
Kinnunen, 2017). It was expected that in the present studies, some of the above findings will
emerge consistently across occupations, such as trait creativity predicting well-being, job
satisfaction, and reductions in burnout (hypothesis 1). In addition to these basic relationships,
however, the present studies also explored the creativity-well-being relationship with a focus on
the thought processes and approaches to workplace stressors that result in the outcomes.
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Stress has long been described as a process of stressor (event), stress (subjective
experience), and strain (health and well-being outcomes). This process is influenced by the
resources that the individual has to manage the stressor (JDR; Demerouti et al., 2001) as well as
the ways in which individuals appraise the situation as either a challenge or a hindrance (LePine,
Podsakoff, & LePine, 2005), and how the individual chooses to cope with their stress, either
through active or avoidance coping methods (Jex et al., 2001; Folkman & Lazarus, 1984). It was
thus anticipated that more creative people would have more personal resources through their
creativity that would weaken the relationship between a stressful situation, or job demand, and
the strain outcomes (hypothesis 2). It was also expected that creative individuals would be more
likely to appraise demands and stressors as challenges rather than hindrances, and thus engage in
more active coping mechanisms (hypothesis 3).
Finally, it was also expected that there is an element of match that matters in all of the
above scenarios. Specifically, based on the model of person-environment fit (Kristof, 1996), the
degree to which individuals are well-matched in their organizations and jobs is an important
factor in their experiences at work. This is also reflected in the job-demands resources model
(Demerouti et al., 2001) and in the literature on flow states (Zito, Cortese, & Colombo, 2016),
both of which indicate the importance of some degree of match between a job’s demands and a
person’s ability to meet those demands, in which there is a sort of “sweet spot” within which
productivity and enjoyment are both maximized for the employee. Thus, although it was
expected that creativity would broadly influence outcomes in the hypothesized direction in a
variety of jobs, the degree of person-organization fit will also influence outcomes, such that
creative people would experience more positive outcomes like engagement and satisfaction when
there was a high degree of fit (hypothesis 4). The hypotheses are listed below:
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List of Hypotheses
Hypothesis #

Statement

1a

Individual creativity will be related to well-being such that there will be a
negative relationship between creativity and physical symptoms of health.

1b

Individual creativity will be related to well-being such that there will be a
positive relationship between creativity and job satisfaction.

1c

Individual creativity will be related to well-being such that there will be a
negative relationship between creativity and burnout.

2

Individual creativity will moderate the relationship between job stressors
and strain, such that high levels of creativity will weaken the positive
relationship between stressors, as measured by job demands and
organizational constraints, and strain, as measured by physical symptoms,
burnout, and turnover intent.

3a

Individuals with high levels of creativity will be more likely to appraise
high work demands (as measured by stressful scenarios) as challenge
rather than hindrance stressors, whereas those who are low on creativity,
high demands are more likely to be appraised as hindrance stressors

3b

Appraisal of the stressors as challenges will partially mediate the
relationship between creativity and avoidance coping.

3c

Appraisal of the stressors as hindrances will partially mediate the
relationship between creativity and avoidance coping.

4a

When Person-Organization fit is high, trait creativity will be associated
with high degrees of engagement, job satisfaction, and flow states at work.

4b

When Person-Organization fit is low, trait creativity will be associated
with high degrees of dissatisfaction and disengagement.
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STUDY 1: VIGNETTE STUDY

Design
The first study was an experimental survey study using vignettes to explore how
individuals with different levels of creativity approach scenarios containing different levels of
stressors. Specifically, participants were presented with hypothetical scenarios related to
challenge and hindrance stressors at work. These scenarios are presented in Appendix A.

Sample
The only requirement for participants was that they had to be over the age of 18. A total
of 184 participants completed the survey, but after removing those who failed attentional checks,
the final sample consisted of 164 participants. These included 71 male respondents (42.8%) and
92 female respondents (55.4%) and 1 individual who preferred to self-describe. These and racial
demographic characteristics are presented in Table 1.
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Table 1: Sample Demographics
Count

Percent of Sample

Gender
Male

71

42.8%

Female

92

55.4%

1

0.6%

White

92

55.4%

Black or African
American

24

14.5%

Hispanic or
Latino

47

28.3%

Native American
or Pacific
Islander

1

0.6%

Asian or Pacific
Islander

20

12%

Mixed Race

6

3.6%

Other

1

0.6%

Other
Race

note: participants were permitted to select more
than one racial identity
Measures
Challenge/Hindrance Appraisal. Stressor appraisal was measured using Searle and
Auton’s (2015) measure. The authors argued that allocating stressors to only a single category
(challenge or hindrance) may be inaccurate as individuals may not appraise all stressors in the
same ways. As a result, they created and validated an 8-item measure of perceptions of challenge
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or hindrance stressors. There were multiple instruction prompts depending on the situation,
whether it be an event, a task, or a stressor, but each ended with the phrase: “please assess how
the event/this pressure/this task is likely to affect you.” The items are measured on a Likert scale
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The items are listed in Appendix B.
Coping Style. Coping style was measured using an adapted version of the brief COPE
inventory, developed by Carver (1997). Participants were asked to imagine they were dealing
with the listed scenario on a regular basis at work, and asked to rate a list of coping items in
terms of how likely they would be to engage in those behaviors due to the stressor. Subscales and
adapted items are listed in Appendix C.
Solutions generated. Participants were also asked to list potential solutions or actions to
take in the face of each stressful scenario. The responses were analyzed by trained raters, who
rated the responses on the two facets of creativity: novelty and usefulness. Three psychology
undergraduate student raters were trained to independently review and rate the solutions on each
of the criteria.
Individual Creativity. There are a variety of creativity measures in the literature;
however, no single measure is agreed upon as the most consistent, reliable, and valid measure of
the construct of creativity. Studies tend to measure creativity using any number of measures,
approaches, or methods. In particular, creativity is typically measured in one of three ways, (1)
with a focus on creativity as traditionally creative behaviors and tasks such as painting or
writing, (2) by capturing a single, narrow creative behavior or facet of creativity in a specific
scenario, and (3) by subjective ratings of creative outputs. While each of these measures utilized
may capture some factor of creativity, by themselves they are too specific to capture broader
creativity as an individual trait. For this reason, several different measures that capture some
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functions of creativity were utilized. The combination of the measures used was expected to
meet a few criteria. First, the criteria of the definition of creativity, that the individual is creative
in that they are able to develop novel and useful ideas. Secondly, the criteria that their creative
abilities include all four factors from the Torrance Test, which are fluency, flexibility,
originality, and elaboration. However, the Torrance Test cannot be utilized because it is (1) most
typically used in young individuals to predict success later and life and (2) because it does not
meet the third criteria of this study’s ideal measure, which is to be an individual-level, trait
measure that is self-report (Batey, 2012). For all these reasons, a combination of self-report
measures were utilized in the vignette study. They are as follows:
Creativity Scale (Zhou & George, 2001). The first measure utilized for creativity was
developed as a way for supervisors to rate employee creativity. The items in this scale cover the
original Amabile definition as they focus on novel ideas, which also covers the originality
portion of Torrance’s measure. This creativity measure, listed in Appendix D, was altered and
adapted to use as a self-rated measure of participant creativity.
Creativity Process Engagement (Zhang & Bartol, 2010). The second creativity measure
is a self-report measure with three facets: (1) problem identification, which covers the fluency
portion of Torrance’s test, (2) information searching and encoding, which can relate to the
elaboration portion of Torrance’s test, and (3) idea generation, which may be suited to cover
originality in Torrance’s test. See Appendix E for the details of the measure.
Personality: Openness to Experience. In addition to measures that intend to directly
assess creativity or engagement in creative thought, other popular measures are expected to
relate to creativity. Indeed, the five-factor model of personality includes the personality factor
Openness to Experience, which is not only correlated with intellect and creativity, but also
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contains the sub-facets of ideas, fantasy (which includes imagination), and aesthetics (which
indicates an interest in art) (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Judge et al., 2013). Thus, the 44-item selfreport measure of the Big Five was used to collect personality, and openness in particular (John
& Srivastava, 1999). The items include descriptions of personality traits (e.g., “has an active
imagination”), and a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). See Appendix F for all
items.

Method
The study took place entirely via online survey software. Participants were recruited
through UCF’s SONA system and through snowballing techniques via social media. Participants
were first taken to a page that displayed the informed consent, listing the details of the study and
asking if they agree to participate. Upon agreeing to participate, they were taken into the survey.
The first part of the study was evaluation of the vignettes regarding stressful scenarios. There
were a total of six short vignettes, which were based on a combination of stress theories. In
particular, Role Stress Theory (Kahn et al., 1964; Katz & Kahn, 1978) suggests that strain occurs
as a result of three potential stressors related to a worker’s roles: (1) Role Conflict, in which
demands of a job are in direct contrast with one another, (2) Role Ambiguity, in which the
responsibilities of the worker are not clear, and (3) Role Overload, in which the worker there is
just too much work and pressure. There were two scenarios for each of these types of role
stressors, mixed with the challenge/hindrance stressor framework, such that one of each role
stressor vignettes will lean either toward being more traditionally “challenge” or more
traditionally “hindrance” based on the definitions provided by LePine and colleagues (2005).
However, the scenarios were intended to be somewhat flexible in terms of challenge or
hindrance as the intention was to have different individuals appraise them differently. For
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example, hindrance stressors are supposed to include issues like severe ambiguity or politics, so
any scenario that includes politics or ambiguity was so severe that there was no possible solution.
Finally, all scenarios were in line with the Job Demands-Resources theory as the demands were
high, but the resources were expected to vary as the resource of interest in this case is trait
creativity. See Appendix A for the full vignettes. The six vignettes were presented in randomized
order, so participants each started and ended with different scenarios.
After reading each vignette, participants were asked to evaluate the situation by filling
out the stress appraisal measure, the coping measure, and the free response prompt of potential
solutions. Once they completed each vignette along with the appraisal, coping style, and
responses, participants were asked to fill out the creativity measures. All three creativity
measures were also collected in randomized order, and then participants were prompted to fill
out demographic questions. The demographics included participant job and industry, age, sex,
and race. These conclude the study measures and process.
To rate participants’ qualitative responses to each vignette, a group of three raters were
trained on the concept of creativity and the definitions of “novelty” and “usefulness” as the
criteria of creativity. Raters spent a one-hour group training session learning these definitions,
following an anchored rating scale from 1-7 for both criteria, and then practicing and discussing
the ratings on examples from participant responses. The raters were then given one month to rate
all participant responses for all six scenarios.

Results
Data were analyzed to remove participants who failed attention checks. As mentioned in
the sample section, of 184 participants, 20 failed these attention checks which resulted in a final
sample of 164 people. Items within scales that required reverse coding were re-coded as needed.
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From there, all scales were analyzed for reliability, and it was found that reliability was adequate
across all scales. The scales were averaged into a single variable to be analyzed for descriptives
and correlations. Initially, all variables were analyzed for correlations, but this resulted in a
massive table with 45 variables. Thus, for the sake of clarity, highly correlated items were
condensed into single scales due to extremely high, significant correlations. These high
correlations indicate that multicollinearity may exist between the variables measured, which may
affect results as observations cannot be said to be independent from one another. However, in
another way, this may be evidence that the measures of creativity really do measure an
underlying creative construct as expected.
Additionally, all ratings of novelty and usefulness for all scenarios were highly correlated
with relationships between r = .32 and r = .89, all significant at the p < .001 level. This indicates
that creativity can indeed generally be measured by these particular outcomes. Because of these
extremely high correlations, these 12 variables (6 scenarios x 2 ratings) were computed into 1
variable, creativity of responses. Likewise, viewing scenarios as “challenges” or “hindrances”
resulted in 12 total scales (2 types of stressors x 6 scenarios). This was also condensed based on
high correlations into two new variables for the correlation table, viewing scenarios as challenges
and viewing scenarios as hindrances. Finally, those coping types that were highly correlated
were also condensed such that there are only 4 types of coping listed in the correlation table:
active coping (consisting of active, planning, and positive reframing coping), avoidance coping
(consisting of mental disengagement, behavioral disengagement, and substance use coping),
humor coping and emotional support coping (both correlated to both all various types of coping
so they were kept separate). The results of this analysis, including correlations, means, standard
deviations, and scale reliabilities, can be found in Table 2.
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Table 2: Correlations, Means, Standard Deviations, and Alphas of Study 1 Variables
1
1. Problem Identification

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

.839

10

11

12

13

.673

2. Info Searching &
Encoding

.588**

.645

3. Idea Generation

.609**

.585**

.775

4. Creative Process
Engagement

.830**

.811**

.906**

.859

5. Creativity Scale
6. Extroversion

.585**
0.04

.620**
0.09

.718**
0.09

.762**
0.09

.911
.271**

.861

7. Agreeableness

.303**

.201**

.232**

.284**

.176*

.243**

.766

8. Conscientiousness
9. Neuroticism
10. Openness

.342**

.379**

.261**

.367**

.347**

.285**

-.179*

-.198*

-0.15

-.198*

-.218**

-.350**

.441**
-.252**

.801
-.413**

.285**

.390**

.470**

.461**

.446**

.252**

.273**

0.12

0.01

.761

11. Creativity of
Responses
12. Perceived Challenges

.235**

.262**

0.097

.211**

0.005

-0.010

.200*

0.020

0.018

.275**

0.103

.201**

.197*

.265**

.243**

.205**

.212**

-0.096

.178*

-0.009

.920

-.261**

-.176*

-.196*

-.231**

.183*

-.205**

0.052

-.288**

.931

.182*

.949

13. Perceived Hindrances

-0.151

-0.117

-0.142

-.160*

14. Active Coping

.402**

.303**

.321**

.395**

.382**

.228**

.343**

.362**

-.197*

.207**

0.107

.546**

-.293**

15. Avoidance Coping

0.045

0.048

0.081

0.072

-0.060

-.187*

-.195*

-.305**

.269**

0.074

0.065

-0.035

0.112

16. Humor Coping

0.129

.162*

0.138

.166*

0.118

-0.100

-.193*

-.194*

0.037

0.105

0.144

-.160*

0.011

17. Emotional Support
Coping

0.097

0.102

0.119

0.126

0.080

-0.009

0.147

-0.021

.294**

.181*

.165*

0.078

0.025

18. Participant Age

0.038

0.140

0.013

0.063

0.013

-0.066

-0.023

0.060

-0.021

0.008

.175*

-0.056

0.047

19. Participant Gender
Mean

-0.002
3.89

0.029
3.92

-0.001
3.54

0.008
3.74

-0.039
3.57

0.093
3.24

.286**
3.99

.248**
3.83

.175*
2.81

0.096
3.57

0.090
2.76

0.141
3.30

-0.082
1.62

0.68

0.65

0.66

0.57

0.63

0.83

0.59

0.62

0.79

0.65

0.74

0.52

0.40

SD
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13
13. Perceived Hindrances

14

15

16

17

18

19

14. Active Coping

.931
-.293**

15. Avoidance Coping

0.112

.956
-0.143

16. Humor Coping

0.011

-0.016

.915
.500**

17. Emotional Support Coping

0.025

.231**

.428**

.946
.385**

18. Participant Age

0.047

-0.025

-0.015

0.069

0.138

--

19. Participant Gender

-0.082

.247**

-0.066

-.271**

.276**

0.125

--

Mean

1.62

2.20

2.20

2.49

3.35

20.71

0.56

SD

0.40

0.90

0.90

0.87

0.73

4.26

0.50

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
Alphas for scales are included in bold along the diagonals
n ranges from 158 (active coping) to 166
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.952

It is important to note that the ratings for creativity of each participant’s response was
rated by three independent raters on two categories – novelty and usefulness of the responses
provided in response to each vignette. All three raters were provided with a spreadsheet that
contained the vignettes themselves, all participant responses to each vignette, and a description
of the categories with the anchored rating scales from 1 to 7. The categories were defined as
follows: 1) Novelty/newness: Adds to existing knowledge by developing new knowledge.
Presents a new approach to handling the situation while recognizing the shortcomings and
existing issues. Anticipates changes and shows new ways of handling the problem. Presents new
possibilities which are immediately noticeable. 2) Usefulness: Relevance, correctness, and
effectiveness: The participant managed to reflect the facts, principles, and techniques in a clear
and accurate way. The answer does what it is supposed to do and fits properly within task
constrains. Importantly, the ideas presented are effective in solving the issue within the
constraints.
A group of three trained raters, who were undergraduate psychology research assistants,
met on an online zoom session to review these definitions and practice a few scenarios together.
They were also instructed to attempt to use the entire scale (1 through 7) throughout the rating
process. During the training session, all raters independently rated approximately ten different
responses across two different scenarios and then discussed their ratings. The discussion allowed
raters to come to a better understanding of how to rate responses and what contributed to the
ratings. After the training, raters were given six weeks to complete the ratings on all six
scenarios.
Since the sample of three raters was consistent across all ratees and scenarios, intraclass
correlation coefficients and their 95% confidence intervals were calculated using SPSS based on
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a mean-rating (k = 3), consistency, and two-way mixed effects. The reliability was found to be
excellent among the raters, ICC(2, 3) = .954. Additional information on the ICCs can be found in
Table 3.
Table 3: Intraclass Correlation Coefficient
Intraclass
95% Confidence
Correlation
Interval
Lower Upper
Bound Bound
Average
0.954
0.944
0.963
Measures

F Test with True Value 0
Value
21.756

df1
181

df2
6335

p
0.000

The correlation findings provide some initial support to the main purpose of this vignette
study, which was hypothesis 3 proposing that creative people are more likely to appraise
stressors as challenges rather than hindrances (3a), but to further analyze this hypothesis as well
as 3b, that appraising stressors as challenges will partially mediate the relationship between
creativity and active coping, and 3c, that appraising stressors as hindrances will partially mediate
the relationship between creativity and avoidance coping, further analyses are needed.
Hypothesis 3 was examined through a series of regression analyses. The first question is
simply to examine if there is a relationship between creativity and types of appraisals of the
stressful scenarios. The correlation analyses did indicate that there is a relationship between
individual creativity as measured by five different scales and appraisals of the scenarios as
challenges. However, to examine this even closer, a series of regression analysis were conducted
to determine both if there is an influence of creativity on appraisal broadly and on a scenario-byscenario basis, as well as if there are differences between scenarios based on whether they were
framed as more “challenging” or “hindering.”
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First, a simple linear regression was utilized to test if individual creativity (the mean of
all creativity measures) significantly predicted the tendency to view the six scenarios as
challenges (the mean of the challenge ratings across all scenarios). The fitted regression model
was: perception of challenges = 2.446 + .302 (individual creativity). The overall regression was
statistically significant (R2 = .05, F(1, 164) = 9.490, p = .002). It was found that individual
creativity significantly predicted the tendency for participants to rate all six scenarios as
challenges (β = .234, p = .002). The same was examined for perception of the scenarios as
hindrances. This regression model was: perception of hindrances = 3.967 - .324 (individual
creativity). The overall regression was statistically significant (R2 = .05, F(1, 164) = 8.287, p =
.005). It was found that individual creativity significantly predicted the tendency for participants
to rate all six scenarios as hindrances (β = -.219, p = .005).
The above regression results suggest that individual creativity does broadly predict the
tendency for individuals to view a stressful scenario as either a challenge (where higher levels of
creativity lead to challenge perception) or hindrance (where lower levels of creativity will predict
hindrance perception), but it is also still worth examining if this varied by scenario, as some were
intended to be more challenging while others were hindering. To examine this, first the mean
scores of perceptions of challenge or hindrance had to be compared by stressor type (conflict,
ambiguity, overload), challenge or hindrance scenario, and individual creativity. This was
measured using a mixed methods repeated measures General Linear Model with challenge or
hindrance stressor type and role stressor type (conflict, ambiguity, and overload) coded as the
within-subjects factors and individual creativity as a between-subjects factor. Individual
creativity was coded into two levels at the median. The median score of individual creativity was
3.7169, so all scores below this number were coded as 1 (low creativity) and scores at or above
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this number were coded as 2 (high creativity). By running this analysis, participants were evenly
split into two groups of low and high creativity with 83 in each group for a total of 166. The
median split was utilized because running the GLM required dichotomizing the variable. While
dichotomizing a continuous variable can cause a loss of information and weaken the power of
the analyses, it was required for this specific analysis and the median was utilized rather than the
mean to protect against any potentially remaining outlier scores (DeCoster, Gallucci, & Iselin,
2011; Tabachnick, Fidell, & Ullman 2007). Using the median allowed the sample to be evenly
split for the purpose of this analysis, but a later analysis will examine the moderation keeping
each variable in its collected continuous state.
After running the GLM, Mauchly’s test of sphericity was significant for the role stressor
factor when looking at perceptions of challenge as the outcome measure. For this reason,
adjustments were made when examining the role stressors effect on participants’ challenge
perception. Multivariate test of within-subjects effects found strong and statistically significance
differences by whether or not the scenario was a Challenge or a Hindrance Stressor, F(2, 163) =
42.954, p < .001, partial η2 = .345. Role Stressor type also significantly impacted outcomes, F(4,
652) = 50.451, p <.001, partial η2 = .236 as did the the challenge/hindrance stressor by role
stressor interaction, F(4, 654) = 28.938 p < .001, partial η2 = .150, indicating that participants did
rate scenarios differently depending on the critical factors of 3 role stressor types (conflict,
ambiguity, overload) x 2 types of stressors (challenge, hindrance). This suggests that the
manipulation was strong enough for participants to detect, as they rated their perception of each
stressor as a challenge or a hindrance differently, depending on the nature of the manipulation.
Univariate tests further explained the effects, showing that specifically the vignette
stressor type as a challenge or hindrance stressor significantly impacted participant’s perceptions
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of the scenario as a challenge, F(1, 164) = 76.444, p < .001, partial η2 = .318, but not perceptions
of the scenario as a hindrance, F(1, 164) = 28.380, ns. The effects of the vignette’s role stressor
type (e.g., whether the vignette was a conflict, ambiguity, or overload role stressor), significantly
impacted ratings in both perceptions of challenge, F(1.908, 312.860) = 20.097, p < .001, partial
η2 = .109, and hindrance, F(1.986, 325.755) = 112.840, p < .001, partial η2 = .408. Additionally,
for the interaction of role stressor by challenge/hindrance stressor, there were significant
differences in rating of challenge perception, F(1.971, 323.211) = 9.471, p < .001, partial η2 =
.237 and hindrance perception, F(1.962, 321.696) = 4.760, p = .01, partial η2 = .028. Finally, tests
of between-subject effects did find a significant effect for individual creativity on the perception
of the scenarios as hindrances, F(1, 164) = 6.743, p = .01, partial η2 = .0369, but did not
significantly impact the perception of challenges. Please see Tables 4 and 5 for the multivariate
and univariate effects. The impact of creativity on perception of the vignettes as hindrances was
such that individuals with higher creativity indicated a lower mean perception of hindrance (M =
2.614) than individuals with lower creativity (M = 2.896). This pattern is consistent with what
was hypothesized in hypothesis 3a, that individuals who are more creative are more likely to
perceive stressful scenarios as challenges and less likely to perceive them as hindrances.
However, it is worth noting that for this analysis creativity was recoded as a categorical variable
to compare groups, and later regressions will analyze its effect as it was collected and intended,
as a continuous variable.
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Table 4: Multivariate Test of Within-Subject Effects for Repeated Measures
GLM
Within Subjects Effect
Challenge or Hindrance
Vignette
Challenge or Hindrance
Vignette x Individual
Creativity
Role Stressor Vignette

F
42.954

Hypothesis
df
2

Error
df
163

p
0.00

Partial
η²
0.35

0.311

2

163

0.73

0.00

50.451

4

654

0.00

0.24

Role Stressor Vignette x
Individual Creativity
Challenge or Hindrance
Vignette x Role Stressor
Challenge or Hindrance
Vignette x Role Stressor x
Individual Creativity

0.389

4

654

0.82

0.00

28.938

4

654

0.00

0.15

0.469

4

654

0.76

0.00

n = 166
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Table 5: Univariate Test of Within-Subject Effects for Repeated Measures GLM
Predictor
Challenge or Hindrance
Vignette
Challenge or Hindrance
Vignette x Individual
Creativity
Error(Challenge or
Hindrance Vignette)
Role Stressor Vignette
Role Stressor Vignette x
Individual Creativity
Error(Role Stressor
Vignette)
Challenge or Hindrance
Vignette x Role Stressor
Vignette
Challenge or Hindrance
Vignette x Role Stressor
x Individual Creativity
Error(Challenge or
Hindrance Vignette x
Role Stressor Vignette)
n = 166

Outcome
Challenge

Sum of
Squares
42.917

df
1.00

Mean
Square
42.92

F
76.444

p
0.00

Partial
η²
0.32

Hindrance

17.894

1.00

17.89

28.380

0.00

0.15

Challenge

0.249

1.00

0.25

0.444

0.51

0.00

Hindrance

0.036

1.00

0.04

0.057

0.81

0.00

Challenge
Hindrance
Challenge
Hindrance

92.073
103.403
22.416
136.577

164.00
164.00
1.91
1.99

0.56
0.63
11.75
68.76

20.097
112.840

0.00
0.00

0.11
0.41

Challenge

0.845

1.91

0.44

0.758

0.46

0.00

Hindrance

0.008

1.99

0.00

0.007

0.99

0.00

Challenge

182.927

312.86

0.58

Hindrance

198.498

325.76

0.61

Challenge

57.271

1.97

29.06

50.988

0.00

0.24

Hindrance

6.074

1.96

3.10

4.760

0.01

0.03

Challenge

0.748

1.97

0.38

0.666

0.51

0.00

Hindrance

0.440

1.96

0.22

0.345

0.70

0.00

Challenge

184.210

323.21

0.57

Hindrance

209.278

321.70

0.65

To further examine the significant effects found in the GLM analysis, a series of paired sample ttests were conducted. The comparisons were done to examine the following: 1) comparisons
between challenge and hindrance vignettes (combined across role stressor type) on the
perception of the scenarios as challenges, 2) comparisons of role stressor vignettes (combining
challenge and hindrance versions) on the both the perception of the scenarios as challenges and
as hindrances, and finally, each of the 6 scenarios was compared to one another in terms of both
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perceptions of challenge and hindrance. These are the outcomes and predictors that were
significant according to the GLM and thus warranted further exploration. See Table 6 for the
entire list of paired comparisons. Note that almost all comparisons showed significant
differences, with the exception of six comparisons in the lists of the interaction of
challenge/hindrance by role stressor scenarios.
The results suggest that not only were most scenarios indeed perceived and responded to
differently based on the stressor types, but these perceptions were in the expected direction based
on the scenario type. For example, when comparing the ambiguity/challenge scenario (M = 4.23,
SD = .74) to the ambiguity/hindrance scenario (M = 3.27, SD = 1.05), challenge ratings were
significantly higher for the challenge scenario, t(165) = 10.926, p < .001. Similarly, when
comparing conflict/challenge scenario (M = 3.46, SD = .84) to the overload/hindrance scenario
(M = 3.10, SD = 1.13), the conflict/challenge scenario was significantly more likely to be rated
as a challenge, t(165) = 3.980, p < .001. Despite most results being as expected, a few
comparisons were opposite of the anticipated pattern. For example, looking at the outcome of
hindrance perceptions, the overload/challenge scenario (M = 3.03, SD = 1.07) was viewed as
more of a hindrance than both the ambiguity/hindrance scenario (M = 2.41, SD = .97) and the
conflict/hindrance scenario (M = 2.80, SD = 1.08). This result indicates that role stressor may
have a stronger impact on perceptions than the challenge/hindrance factor included in the
vignette. Indeed, overall, the role overload scenarios were generally rated as more hindering (M
= 3.26, SD = .08) when compared to conflict scenarios (M = 2.66, SD = .85) or ambiguity
scenarios (M = 2.37, SD = .78), Overload scenarios also were generally lower on mean ratings of
challenge perception (M = 3.39, SD = .86) than conflict (M = 3.57, SD = .77) or ambiguity (M =
3.75, SD = .72) scenarios as well (see Table 7).
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However, the one comparison that was completely unexpected in its result was that the
conflict/challenge scenario (M = 3.463, SD = .874) was significantly less likely to be perceived
as a challenge than the conflict/hindrance scenario (M = 3.676, SD = .914), t(165) = -2.968, p =
.003. Please see Table 6 for a full list of the Paired Sample T-Tests results, as well as Table 7 for
means and standard deviations of the challenge and hindrance perception across all six scenarios.
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Table 6: Paired Samples T-Test by Scenarios on Perceptions of Challenge/Hindrance
Outcome - Challenge Perception

Paired Differences

Vignette - Vignette
Pair
1

Challenge Vignettes

M

SD

3.78

0.62

95% CI

Hindrance Vignettes

M

SD

Mean

SD

3.36

0.81

4.152

0.611

Outcome - Challenge Perception

Std. Error
Mean
0.047

Lower

Upper

t

df

0.322

0.509

8.758

165

Sig. (2tailed)
0

Paired Differences

Role Stressor - Role Stressor

95% CI

1

Conflict Vignettes

3.57

0.77

Ambiguity Vignettes

3.75

0.72

-0.183

0.666

Std. Error
Mean
0.052

2

Conflict Vignettes

3.57

0.77

Overload Vignettes

3.39

0.86

0.184

0.804

0.062

0.061

0.308

2.96

165

0.004

3

Ambiguity Vignettes
3.75 0.72 Overload Vignettes
Outcome - Hindrance Perception
Role Stressor - Role Stressor

3.39

0.86

0.367

0.762

0.059

0.251

0.484

6.21

165

0.000

Pair

M

SD

M

SD

Mean

SD

Lower

Upper

t

df

-0.285

-0.081

-3.54

165

Sig. (2tailed)
0.001

Paired Differences
95% CI

1

Conflict Vignettes

2.661

0.85

Ambiguity Vignettes

2.37

0.78

0.29

0.757

Std. Error
Mean
0.059

2

Conflict Vignettes

2.661

0.85

Overload Vignettes

3.26

0.97

-0.60

0.762

0.059

-0.713

-0.480

-10.09

165

0.000

3

Ambiguity Vignettes

2.367

0.78

Overload Vignettes

3.26

0.97

-0.89

0.807

0.063

-1.014

-0.766

-14.21

165

0.000

Pair

M

SD

45

M

SD

Mean

SD

Lower

Upper

t

df

0.178

0.410

4.999

165

Sig. (2tailed)
0.000

Outcome - Challenge Perception

Paired Differences

SCENARIO - SCENARIO

95% CI

1

Conflict/Challenge

3.46

0.87

Conflict/Hindrance

3.68

0.91

-0.212

0.922

Std. Error
Mean
0.072

2

Conflict/Challenge

3.46

0.87

Ambiguity/Challenge

4.23

0.74

-0.765

1.039

0.081

-0.924

-0.606

-9.488

165

0.000

3

Conflict/Challenge

3.46

0.87

Ambiguity/Hindrance

3.28

1.05

0.187

0.932

0.072

0.044

0.33

2.582

165

0.011

4

Conflict/Challenge

3.46

0.87

Overload/Challenge

3.64

0.91

-0.175

0.99

0.077

-0.326

-0.023

-2.275

165

0.024

5

Conflict/Challenge

3.46

0.87

Overload/Hindrance

3.13

1.13

0.331

1.072

0.083

0.167

0.496

3.98

165

0.000

6

Overload/Challenge

3.64

0.91

Overload/Hindrance

3.13

1.13

0.506

1.119

0.087

0.335

0.677

5.828

165

0.000

7

Overload/Challenge

3.64

0.91

Ambiguity/Hindrance

3.28

1.05

0.361

1.138

0.088

0.187

0.536

4.093

165

0.000

8

Overload/Challenge

3.64

0.91

Ambiguity/Challenge

4.23

0.74

-0.59

0.966

0.075

-0.738

-0.442

-7.876

165

0.000

9

Overload/Challenge

3.64

0.91

Conflict/Hindrance

3.68

0.91

-0.038

1.005

0.078

-0.192

0.116

-0.483

165

0.63

10

Conflict/Hindrance

3.68

0.91

Ambiguity/Challenge

4.23

0.74

-0.553

0.998

0.077

-0.706

-0.4

-7.138

165

0.000

11

Conflict/Hindrance

3.68

0.91

Ambiguity/Hindrance

3.28

1.05

0.399

0.969

0.075

0.251

0.548

5.305

165

0.000

12

Conflict/Hindrance

3.68

0.91

Overload/Hindrance

3.13

1.13

0.544

1.244

0.097

0.353

0.734

5.632

165

0.000

13

Ambiguity/Challenge

4.23

0.74

Ambiguity/Hindrance

3.28

1.05

0.952

1.122

0.087

0.78

1.124

10.926

165

0.000

14

Ambiguity/Challenge

4.23

0.74

Overload/Hindrance

3.13

1.13

1.096

1.175

0.091

0.916

1.277

12.018

165

0.000

15

Overload/Hindrance

3.13

1.13

Ambiguity/Hindrance

3.28

1.05

-0.145

1.108

0.086

-0.314

0.025

-1.682

165

0.094

Pair

M

SD
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M

SD

Mean

SD

Lower

Upper

t

df

-0.354

-0.071

-2.968

165

Sig. (2tailed)
0.003

Outcome - Hindrance Perception

Paired Differences

SCENARIO - SCENARIO
Pair

M

SD

95% CI
M

SD

Mean

SD

Std. Error
Mean

Lower

Upper

t

df

Sig. (2tailed)

1

Conflict/Challenge

2.53

0.97

Conflict/Hindrance

2.80

1.08

-1.151

1.476

0.115

-1.377

-0.924

-10.043

165

0.000

2

Conflict/Challenge

2.53

0.97

Ambiguity/Challenge

2.33

0.92

0.196

1.016

0.079

0.040

0.351

2.483

165

0.014

3

Conflict/Challenge

2.53

0.97

Ambiguity/Hindrance

2.41

0.97

0.120

1.155

0.090

-0.057

0.298

1.344

165

0.181

4

Conflict/Challenge

2.53

0.97

Overload/Challenge

3.03

1.07

-0.503

1.134

0.088

-0.677

-0.329

-5.716

165

0.000

5

Conflict/Challenge

2.53

0.97

Overload/Hindrance

3.49

1.19

-0.961

1.214

0.094

-1.147

-0.775

-10.193

165

0.000

6

Overload/Challenge

3.03

1.07

Overload/Hindrance

3.49

1.19

-0.458

1.159

0.090

-0.635

-0.280

-5.092

165

0.000

7

Overload/Challenge

3.03

1.07

Ambiguity/Hindrance

2.41

0.97

0.623

1.114

0.086

0.453

0.794

7.214

165

0.000

8

Overload/Challenge

3.03

1.07

Ambiguity/Challenge

2.33

0.92

0.699

1.022

0.079

0.542

0.855

8.813

165

0.000

9

Overload/Challenge

3.03

1.07

Conflict/Hindrance

2.80

1.08

0.232

0.950

0.074

0.086

0.377

3.146

165

0.002

10

Conflict/Hindrance

2.80

1.08

Ambiguity/Challenge

2.33

0.92

0.467

1.034

0.080

0.308

0.625

5.817

165

0.000

11

Conflict/Hindrance

2.80

1.08

Ambiguity/Hindrance

2.41

0.97

0.392

1.144

0.089

0.216

0.567

4.409

165

0.000

12

Conflict/Hindrance

2.80

1.08

Overload/Hindrance

3.49

1.19

-0.690

1.149

0.089

-0.866

-0.514

-7.731

165

0.000

13

Ambiguity/Challenge

2.33

0.92

Ambiguity/Hindrance

2.41

0.97

-0.075

1.065

0.083

-0.238

0.088

-0.911

165

0.364

14

Ambiguity/Challenge

2.33

0.92

Overload/Hindrance

3.49

1.19

-1.157

1.169

0.091

-1.336

-0.977

-12.746

165

0.000

15

Overload/Hindrance

3.49

1.19

Ambiguity/Hindrance

2.41

0.97

1.081

1.196

0.093

0.898

1.265

11.649

165

0.000

n = 166 for all comparisons
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Table 7: Means and standard deviations of participant challenge/hindrance ratings across
the six scenarios
Perceived as Challenge
Perceived as Hindrance
Scenario Type
M
SD
M
SD
ROLE CONFLICT
3.57
.77
2.66
.85
3.46
.87
2.53
.97
Challenge Scenario
3.68
.91
2.80
1.08
Hindrance Scenario
ROLE AMBIGUITY
Challenge Scenario
Hindrance Scenario

3.75
4.23
3.28

.72
.74
1.05

2.37
2.33
2.41

.78
.92
.97

ROLE OVERLOAD
Challenge Scenario
Hindrance Scenario
n = 166

3.39
3.64
3.13

.86
.91
1.13

3.26
3.03
3.49

.08
1.07
1.19

The analysis explored so far simply showcased that there were relationships as expected
among key variables and that the manipulations of stressor type in the vignettes did, to some
extent, work, such that participants did perceive the stressors differently with some being more
“challenging” and others being more “hindering.” In addition, the first regression analysis
indicated that across all scenarios, creativity predicted the tendency to rate the scenarios as both
challenges and hindrances. However, hypothesis 3 proposed that individuals with high levels of
creativity will be more likely to appraise work demands (e.g., the stressors in the vignettes) as
challenge rather than hindrance stressors, whereas those who are low on creativity, high demands
are more likely to be appraised as hindrance stressors (H3a). Thus, simple linear regression was
conducted on each scenario to predict challenge perceptions and hindrance perceptions based on
individual creativity. Because all five scales of creativity were found to be highly correlated, the
combined average “individual creativity” score was used as the predictor in the regression
models. Most of the regression models were significant. A significant regression equation was
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found for the prediction of challenge perception based on individual creativity within the
Conflict-Hindrance scenario, F(1, 164) = 5.017, p < .05, with an R2 of .03. Challenge perception
increased .311 for each point increase on the creativity measure. Likewise within the ConflictHindrance scenario, a significant regression equation was found for predicting hindrance
perception based on individual creativity (R2 = .037, F(1, 164) = 6.256, p < .05). Hindrance
perception decreased by .409 for each point increase on the creativity. These results are support
the hypothesis, that higher degrees of creativity lead to individuals to perceive stressful scenarios
more as challenges but less as hindrances.
Similar results were found for the Ambiguity-Challenge Scenario. A significant
regression equation was found for predicting challenge perception (R2 = .065, F(1, 164) =
11.333, p < .01) as well as hindrance perceptions (R2 = .096, F(1, 164) = 17.401, p < .001) based
on individual creativity. Challenge perception increased by .372 and hindrance perception
decreased by .561 for each point increase on creativity within the Ambiguity-Challenge
Scenario. In the Ambiguity-Hindrance scenario as well as the Overload-Challenge scenario, only
challenge perceptions were predicted by individual creativity with R2 = .031, F(1, 164) = 5.253,
p < .05 and R2 = .028, F(1, 164) = 4.674, p < .05, respectively. Challenge perceptions increased
by .365 in the Ambiguity-Hindrance scenario and by .300 in the Overload-Challenge scenario for
each point increase on creativity. Although these represent the only regression equations that
were statistically significant, a few of the others approached statistical significance (e.g.,
challenge perceptions in the Conflict-Challenge scenario with p = .08 and hindrance perceptions
in the Overload-Challenge scenario with p = .057). Please see Table 8 for the full list of
regression results, as well as Figures 4-15 for scatterplots demonstrating the relationships
between creativity and perceptions within each scenario. Even for those which were not
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statistically significant, the linear relationships were all moving in hypothesized directions as
described by Hypothesis 3a. Thus, hypothesis 3a is partially supported.
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Table 8: Linear Regression Equations of Challenge and Hindrance Perceptions on Creativity,
within Each Scenario
Scenario &
Std.
adjusted
Perception
Variable
B
95% CI
β
t
p
R²
Error
R²
(DV)
ConflictChallenge
Challenge
Hindrance
ConflictHindrance
Challenge
Hindrance
AmbiguityChallenge
Challenge
Hindrance
AmbiguityHindrance
Challenge
Hindrance
OverloadChallenge
Challenge
Hindrance
OverloadHindrance
Challenge
Hindrance

(Constant)
Creativity
(Constant)
Creativity

2.592
0.234
3.435
-0.24

0.56
0.149

[1.601, 3.583]
[-0.030, 0.498]
[2.330, 4.540]
[-0.538, 0.050]

5.164
0.136 1.753
6.138
-0.13 -1.64

0.000
0.081 0.02
0.000
0.103 0.02

(Constant)
Creativity
(Constant)
Creativity

2.519
0.311
4.318
-0.41

0.522
0.139
0.614
0.163

[1.489, 3.548]
[0.037, 0.585]
[3.106, 5.530]
[-0.731, -0.086]

4.829
0.172 2.24
7.034
-0.19 -2.5

0.000
0.026 0.03
0.000
0.013 0.04

(Constant)
Creativity
(Constant)
Creativity

2.842
0.372
4.417
-0.56

0.416
0.111
0.505
0.134

[2.022, 3.663]
[0.154, 0.591]
[3.420, 5.414]
[-0.826, -0.295]

6.838
0.254 3.366
8.748
-0.31 -4.17

0.000
0.001 0.07
0.000
0.000 0.1

(Constant)
Creativity
(Constant)
Creativity

1.917
0.365
3.092
-0.19

0.599
0.159
0.562
0.149

[0.735, 3.100]
[0.051, 0.680]
[1.983, 4.202]
[-0.480, 0.111]

3.202
0.176 2.292
5.505
-0.1 -1.24

0.002
0.023 0.03
0.000
0.219 0.01

(Constant) 2.523
Creativity
0.3
(Constant) 4.194
Creativity -0.31

0.521
0.139
0.612
0.163

[1.495, 3.551]
[0.026, 0.573]
[2.985, 5.403]
[-0.635, 0.009]

4.846
0.166 2.162
6.849
-0.15 -1.92

0.000
0.032 0.03
0.000
0.057 0.02

(Constant) 2.28
Creativity 0.229
(Constant) 4.348
Creativity -0.23

0.651
0.173
0.684
0.182

[0.996, 3.565]
[-0.113, 0.571]
[2.997, 5.699]
[-0.591, 0.128]

3.505
0.103 1.322
6.355
-0.1 -1.27

0.001
0.188 0.01
0.000
0.206 0.01
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0.012
0.01

0.024
0.031

0.059
0.09

0.025
0.003

0.022
0.016

0.005
0.004

Challenge Perception

5
4
3
2
1
1

2

3
Individual Creativity

4

5

Note: R2 Linear = .018, Y = 259+0.23*x

Figure 4: Scatterplot of Challenge Perceptions and Individual Creativity within ConflictChallenge Scenario

Hindrance Perceptions

5
4
3
2
1

1

2

3
Individual Creativity

4

5

Note: R2 Linear = .016, Y = 3.43-0.24*x
Figure 5: Scatterplot of Hindrance Perceptions and Individual Creativity within ConflictChallenge Scenario
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Challenge Perceptions

5
4
3
2
1
1

2

3
Individual Creativity

4

5

Note: R2 Linear = .016, Y = 3.43-0.24*x
Figure 6: Scatterplot of Challenge Perceptions and Individual Creativity within ConflictHindrance Scenario

Hindrance Perceptions

5
4
3
2
1
1

2

3
Individual Creativity

4

5

Note: R2 Linear = .037, Y = 4.32-0.41*x
Figure 7: Scatterplot of Hindrance Perceptions and Individual Creativity within ConflictHindrance Scenario
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Challenge Perceptions

5
4
3
2
1
1

2

3
Individual Creativity

4

5

Note: R2 Linear = .065, Y = 2.84+0.37*x
Figure 8: Scatterplot of Challenge Perceptions and Individual Creativity within AmbiguityChallenge Scenario

Hindrance Perceptions

5

4

3

2

1
1

2

3
Individual Creativity

4

Note: R2 Linear = .096, Y = 4.42-0.56*x
Figure 9: Scatterplot of Hindrance Perceptions and Individual Creativity within
Ambiguity-Challenge Scenario
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5

Challenge Perceptions

5
4
3
2
1
1

2

3
Individual Creativity

4

5

Note: R2 Linear = .031, Y = 1.92+0.37*x
Figure 10: Scatterplot of Challenge Perceptions and Individual Creativity within
Ambiguity-Hindrance Scenario

Hindrance Perceptions
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3

2

1
1

2

3

4

5

Individual Creativity

Note: R2 Linear = .009, Y = 3.09-0.18*x
Figure 11: Scatterplot of Hindrance Perceptions and Individual Creativity within
Ambiguity-Hindrance Scenario
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Challenge Perceptions
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Individual Creativity

4

5

Note: R2 Linear = .028, Y = 2.52+0.3*x
Figure 12: Scatterplot of Challenge Perceptions and Individual Creativity within OverloadChallenge Scenario

Hindrance Perceptions
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Individual Creativity
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Note: R2 Linear = .022, Y = 4.19-0.31*x
Figure 13: Scatterplot of Hindrance Perceptions and Individual Creativity within
Overload-Challenge Scenario
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Challenge Perceptions
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Individual Creativity
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Note: R2 Linear = .11, Y = 2.28+0.23*x
Figure 14: Scatterplot of Challenge Perceptions and Individual Creativity within OverloadHindrance Scenario

Hindrance Perceptions
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Individual Creativity
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Note: R2 Linear = .010, Y = 4.35-0.23*x
Figure 15: Scatterplot of Hindrance Perceptions and Individual Creativity within
Overload-Hindrance Scenario
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Hypothesis 3b and 3c proposed mediation pathways in which appraisal mediated the
relationships between creativity and coping style. Because the vignette functioned as the job’s
demands (e.g., stressor), these hypotheses were tested as an expectation that the appraisal of
vignettes as “challenge” stressors would lead to higher degrees of active coping and the appraisal
of a vignette scenario as a hindrance would lead to avoidance coping scores. This was examined
through another set of regressions, followed by mediation analysis.
First, the overall effect of predicting active coping was examined. Means of all examples
of the three types of active coping (active coping, planning coping, and positive reframing
coping) and avoidance coping (mental disengagement, behavioral disengagement, and substance
use) were combined into single overall mean variables, as they were correlated strongly enough
to support doing this. The correlations for the active coping variables ranged from .463 to .860
and were significant at the .001 level. The correlations for the avoidance coping variables ranged
from .271 to .457 and were also significant at the .001 level. In addition, the broad means of
challenge and hindrance perception were utilized. A significant regression equation was found
for the prediction of active coping based on challenge perceptions, F(1, 154) = 12.880, p < .001,
with an R2 of .298. Active coping increased .451 for each point increase in challenge perceptions.
Active coping could also significantly be predicted by hindrance perceptions, F(1, 154) = 14.413,
p < .001, R2 = .086. As expected, in this case there was a decrease in active coping by -.209
when hindrance perceptions increased by a measurement point on the scale used. However,
avoidance coping was not significantly predicted by hindrance perceptions except when isolated
to a single coping style. Specifically, when behavioral disengagement coping was regressed onto
hindrance perceptions, the regression equation was statistically significant, F(1, 162) = 8.954, p
< .01, R2 = .047. Behavioral disengagement coping was found to increase by .137 measured
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points for each increase on the hindrance perception scale. For this reason, behavioral
disengagement coping will be utilized as avoidance coping for the remaining mediation analyses.
Mediation analysis was conducted on the means of overall individual creativity, overall
perceptions of challenge and hindrances (as two mediators) across all scenarios, and active
coping across all scenarios. This was run using Hayes PROCESS MACRO for SPSS, with
individual creativity included as the predictor variable, active coping entered as the
outcomevariable, and both overall perceptions of challenges and hindrances included as two
mediators. The path (direct effect) from individual creativity to challenge perception was
positive and statistically significant (b = .3057, s.e. = .0993, p < .01), indicating that individuals
higher on creativity are more likely to perceive all stressful work scenarios as challenges.
Additionally, the direct effect of individual creativity on active coping was also positive and
significant (b = .2992, s.e. = .0688, p < .001), indicating that people higher on creativity are also
more likely to engage in active coping. The effect of challenge perception on active coping was
also found to be positive and statistically significant (b = .3674, s.e. = .0556, p < .001). When
looking at the hindrance perception pathway, the direct effect of individual creativity on
hindrance perceptions was not found to be statistically significant within this model (b = -.2757,
s.e. = .1162, n.s.), neither was the effect of hindrance perceptions on active coping (b = -.0796,
s.e. = .0475, n.s.) although both of these pathways were negative. The indirect effects were tested
using non-parametric bootstrapping and it was found that for the indirect effect of challenge
perception on the relationship between individual creativity and active coping (IE = .1195), it
was not found to be statistically significant: 95% CI = (.0400, .2097). Likewise, the indirect
effect of hindrance perceptions on the path between creativity and active coping (IE = .0219) was
not significant: 95% CI = (*.0040, .0606).
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Note: indirect effects were not significant
Figure 16: Mediation effects of challenge/hindrance perception on individual creativity and
active coping
Similarly, another mediation analysis was conducted using the same methods and the
same variables except active coping was replaced by behavioral disengagement coping
(avoidance coping) as the outcome variable. The path (direct effect) from individual creativity to
challenge perception was once again positive and statistically significant (b = .3031, s.e. = .0978,
p < .01). The direct effect of individual creativity on behavioral disengagement coping was not
statistically significant (b = -.0171, s.e. = .0702, n.s.). within this model, the effect of creativity
on hindrance perceptions was found to be negative and statistically significant (b = -.3256, se =
.1124, p < .01). The effect of challenge perception on behavioral disengagement was not
significant (b = -.0509, se = .0558, n.s.), but the effect of hindrance perceptions on behavioral
disengagement was positive and statistically significant (b = .1215, se = .0485, p < .05). The
indirect effect of challenge perception on the relationship between individual creativity and
behavioral disengagement coping (IE = -.0154), it was not found to be statistically significant:
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95% CI = -.0475, .0117). Likewise, the indirect effect of hindrance perceptions on the path
between creativity and behavioral disengagement coping (IE = -.0396) was not significant, 95%
CI = (-.0902, -.0010). See Figures 16 and 17 for the details of the mediation pathway. See Table
9 for the full statistics of the mediation analysis. As indirect effects were not significant,
hypothesis 3b, which anticipated that challenge appraisal would partially mediate the relationship
between creativity and active coping, and hypothesis 3c, which stated that hindrance appraisal
would partially mediate the relationship between creativity and avoidance coping, is only
partially supported. Creativity significantly influenced both challenge perception and hindrance
perceptions in at least once in each model, and directly influenced active coping; challenge
perception was significantly predictive of active coping; and hindrance perception was
significantly related to behavioral disengagement coping. However, the indirect effects of the
mediated pathways were not significant. Thus, hypothesis 3b and 3c are only partially supported.

Note: indirect effects were not significant
Figure 17: Mediation effects of challenge/hindrance perception on individual creativity and
behavioral disengagement coping
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Note: indirect effects were not significant
Figure 18: Mediation effects of challenge/hindrance perception on individual creativity and
behavioral disengagement coping
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Table 9: Mediator models of the relationship from creativity to coping through perceptions
Model 1
Direct effect on (DV) Behavioral Disengagement Coping
Indirect Effect on DV
95% ci
Mediators
b
se
t
p
ie
LL
UL
a. Challenge Perceptions
0.3674 0.0556 6.6112
0
0.1123 0.0358 0.2008
b. Hindrance Perceptions
-0.0796 0.0475 -1.6754 0.0959
0.0219 -0.004 0.0606
Direct Effect on mediator a
IV
Creativity

b
0.3057

se
0.3729

t
6.528

p
0

Direct effect on mediator b
b
-0.2757

se
0.1162

t
-2.3721

p
0.0189

Direct Effect on DV
b
0.2992

se
0.0688

t
4.3477

p
0

Model 2
Direct effect on (DV) Behavioral Disengagement Coping
Mediators
a. Challenge Perceptions
b. Hindrance Perceptions

IV
Creativity

b
-0.0509
0.215

se
0.0558
0.0485

t
-0.913
2.504

p
0.3626
0.0133

Direct Effect on mediator a
b
se
t
p
-0.3256 0.1124 -2.8957
0
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Indirect Effect on DV
95% ci
ie
LL
UL
-0.054 -0.0475 0.0117
-0.0396 -0.0902 -0.001
Direct effect on mediator b
b
se
t
p
0.3031 0.0978 3.1001 0.0023

Direct Effect on DV
b
se
t
p
-0.0171 0.0702 -0.2438
0.81

As a final step, the relationship between all the above variables and actual creativity of
ideas and solutions (as rated by SMEs) was explored. This was entered using the PROCESS
MACRO Model 6, which accounts for two mediators in a serial pathway. Although most of the
effects were not significant, including any of the indirect effects, there was a significant positive
relationship between creativity and rated creativity of responses, as expected (b = .3750, p < .01).
See Table 10 for the details of this analysis. To explore the other relationships hypothesized, we
will move on to study 2.
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Table 10: Serial Mediation Model of the Pathway from Individual Creativity to Challenge Perception, Active Coping, and Creativity of
Solutions Generated (Rated)
Direct Effect on Mediator a,
Direct effect on Mediator b, Active
Direct Effect on DV, Creativity of
Challenge Perception
Coping
Solutions
IV & Mediators
IV: Creativity

b
0.3167

se
0.1007

t
3.1461

p
0.002

a. Challenge Perceptions
b. Active Coping
Indirect Effects on DV
Pathways
ie

95% ci
LL
UL

1. Creativity --> Challenge
Perceptions --> Creative
Solutions

-0.0527 -0.1554

0.0179

2. Creativity --> Active
Coping --> Creative
Solutions

0.0356

-0.0362

0.1249

3. Creativity --> Challenge
Perception --> Active
Coping --> Creative
Solutions

0.0162

-0.0171

0.0617

n = 152
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b
0.2852

se
0.0694

t
4.108

p
0.0001

b
0.375

se
0.1278

t
2.9329

p
0

0.4111

0.0545

7.5367

0

-0.1665

0.1119

-1.4885

0.1987

0.1246

0.143

0.8719

0.3847

STUDY 2: CROSS SECTIONAL SURVEY
The vignette study showed that, to some extent, there is an influence of individual
creativity on how workplace stressors are appraised and responded to, but further research is
needed to examine relationships among other key variables such as well-being, in addition to
how these relationships look in people’s actual jobs rather than within hypothetical scenarios.
Thus, a second study was conducted to test relationships among key variables more broadly, and
specifically examining hypotheses 1, 2, and 4.

Design
The second study is a cross-sectional survey to examine relationships among key
variables regarding participants’ work experiences.

Sample
Participants were working individuals over the age of 18, solicited through Amazon’s
mechanical Turk and paid $4.00 USD for participation. Although mturk is a great source of data
from a variety of individuals, it is also highly susceptible to faking, lazy responses, as well as
programmed bots completing surveys for money. To account for these risks, all participants were
required to complete a series of attention checks. First, questions were borrowed from Huang,
Bowling, Liu, & Li’s (2014) Insufficient Effort Responding (IER) scale. The scale includes items
such as I eat cement and I work fourteen months in a year and other impossible tasks measured
on a Likert scale. The items were adapted and included at random places throughout the survey
so that if individuals were responding without reading questions or simply bots programmed to
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respond at random, they would be caught. In addition, there was an open-ended question asking
them to describe ways in which they are able to be creative while working. All responses to this
question were checked through Google search, as bots are known to copy/paste text from
searches into open ended questions. Participants who failed manipulation checks and/or were
flagged as bots were neither paid nor included in the final analyses. As a result, a large portion of
the data that originally came in is not included in analyses, but this simply a reflection of lazy
responses or programmed bots being filtered out efficiently.
Keeping the above in mind, there were a total of 471 responses that came into the survey
through mturk. However, after flagging bots and inefficient effort responses, the final sample
was brought down to only 273. To clean up the remaining 273 participants, outlier analysis was
conducted examining the z-scores of all relevant variables, and individuals who were more than
3 standard deviations away from the mean on any of the key measures were removed from
analysis. This resulted in 10 cases being removed, and a final sample of 263 cases. Demographic
characteristics were analyzed and showed that this final sample was 63.1% male, 63.2% white,
and 76% had a bachelor’s degree or higher education. The average age was 36.29 and the most
represented industries were, in order: Information (20.5% of responses), manufacturing (11.8%),
and professional scientific and technical services (10.3%). See Table 11 for full details of
participant demographics.
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Table 11: Participant Demographics for Study 2
Participant Race*
Count

Percentage

White

175

63.2

Black or African American

17

6.1

Hispanic or Latino

22

7.9

Native American or Pacific Islander

6

2.2

Asian or Pacific Islander

53

19.1

Mixed Race

2

0.7

Other

2

0.7

Count

Percentage

Male

166

63.1

Female

96

36.5

Count

Percentage

Accommodation and Food Services

9

3.4

Administrative and Support Services

15

5.7

Agriculture Forestry Fishing and Hunting

2

0.8

Arts Entertainment and Recreation

12

4.6

Construction

1

0.4

Educational Services

19

7.2

Finance and Insurance

24

9.1

Government

3

1.1

Health Care and Social Assistance

18

6.8

Information

54

20.5

Management of Companies and Enterprises

7

2.7

Participant Gender

Industries Represented
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Industries Represented
Manufacturing

31

11.8

Mining Quarrying and Oil and Gas Extraction

1

0.4

Other Services

11

4.2

Professional Scientific and Technical Services

27

10.3

Real Estate and Rental Leasing

1

0.4

Retail Trade

24

9.1

Transportation and Warehousing

2

0.8

Utilities

1

0.4

Count

Percent

Some High School

1

0.4

High School

53

20.2

Bachelor's Degree

146

55.5

Master's Degree

44

16.7

Ph.D. or higher

10

3.8

Trade School

6

2.3

Prefer not to say

2

0.8

Education Level

*note: participants were permitted to select more than one option for race
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Measures
Trait Creativity. Creativity was measured the same way as in the vignette study, using the
three measures listed in Appendices IV-VI.
Job Demands. To assess the hypotheses regarding an individual's job stressors and their
interaction with other variables, demands must be accounted for in a quantifiable way. This was
measured through the Organizational Constraints Scale (11-items) and the Quantitative
Workload Inventory (5-items) developed by Spector and Jex (1998). These scales served to well
identify how people experience demands vs. resources (or lack thereof) at work. The items are
listed in Appendix G, and were rated on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (less than once per month
or never) and 5 (several times per day).
Person-Organization Fit. Fit between an individual and his or her job was measured
using Cable and DeRue’s (2002) measure of perceived fit. This measure consists of three factors,
person-organization fit, needs-supplies fit, and demands-abilities fit. That is, perception of
overall fit with the organization, how well the needs of the organization are supplied by the
employee and vice versa, and how well the demands of the job are met by the participant’s
abilities. Each scale consists of 3 items and are rated 7-point scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7
(strongly agree). See Appendix H for the scales.
Flow States. Flow states are typically measured in relation to a very specific event. For
example, participants may be asked to work on something for a period of time and then asked to
answer questions regarding how they felt while working, which is intended to measure whether
they entered a state of flow during that activity. However, for the purpose of this study, it was
deemed more important to identify how often workers enter into flow states in their jobs, with
the expectation that creative workers in creative jobs will more frequently enter into flow states
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while working (hypothesis 4a). Thus, rather than asking if participants entered into a flow state
on a specific task, the Flow State Scale by Jackson and Marsh (1996) was adapted to ask how
frequently participants feel the way the statements describe when working. However, because the
scale is long at 36 items, a shortened version was used based on the findings from the original
study that the highest loading factors are Sense of Control, Challenge-Skill Balance, Clear Goals,
and Sense of Concentration. Thus, only those sub-factors were explored and are listed in
Appendix I.
Engagement. Engagement is composed of three factors: (1) Vigor, which represents high
degrees of energy and resilience, (2) Dedication, which refers to involvement in the work and
feeling pride and significance about the work, and (3) Absorption, which refers to being
engrossed with and concentrated in the work. A 17-item measure of engagement with subscales
of these factors was developed and validated cross-nationally by Schaufeli, Bakker, and
Salanova (2006) and was utilized in this study. All items were rated on a frequency scale from 1
(never) to 7 (always/every day). The items are listed in Appendix J.
Well-Being. Well-being was measured using multiple scales that represent the following:
Burnout, job satisfaction, turnover intentions, and physical symptoms.
Burnout. Burnout was measured using the 22-item Maslach’s Burnout Inventory
(Maslach et al., 1986), which contains three dimensions of burnout: emotional fatigue, personal
fulfilment, and depersonalization. All items were measured on a scale from 1 (never) to 5 (every
day) and are listed in Appendix K.
Job Satisfaction. General job satisfaction was measured using a simple five-item measure
that Judge, Bono, and Locke (2000) found to be reliably consistent, which is a shortened version
of Brayfield and Rothe’s (1951) 19-item measure. The items they used were measured from 0
(strongly disagree) to 10 (strongly agree) and are listed in Appendix K.
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Turnover intent. Intent to quit was measured with a single item asking participants how
often they consider quitting their job from 1 (never) to 6 (extremely often; Spector et al., 1988)
Physical symptoms. Spector and colleagues (1988) also developed a measure to assess
physical well-being. A list of physical symptoms were presented to participants and they were
asked to indicate whether or not they experienced each symptom at all during the past 30 days.
Spector and Jex (1998) revised the scale to 13-items and changed the ranking to a scale from 1
(not at all) to 5 (every day). This scale is listed in Appendix M.

Method
The study was entirely online through Qualtrics, with consent at the beginning.
Participants answered the survey in the order that the measures are described above, with
demographics and the open-ended question about creativity on the job at the end of the survey.
At the end, participants were given a code to enter into mturk in order to confirm their full
participation in the survey and receive payment. Only participants who entered the code and
passed manipulation checks were given payment.

Results
After the initial data cleaning, outlier analyses, and examined demographic characteristics
described in the participants section, all scales were checked for reliability and were found to
exhibit adequate alphas to be included in further analyses, ranging from α = .758 (concentration
on the task at hand, subscale of flow) to α = .966 (overall person-job fit). These scale items were
converted into means for each measure and then a large correlation analysis was ran among all
measures. Because there were several subscales within broader constructs, relationships among
these subscales were examined to determine if they could be condensed into a single variable.
Indeed, all forms of Fit were found to be correlated above .82 and so they were combined into a
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single variable. The three subscales of the creative process engagement scale were all correlated
above .57 and the alpha for the entire scale was found to be stronger than the alphas for the
subscales, and so they were also combined. Additionally, all subscales of Flow were related at or
above .62 and were combined and all facets of engagement were related at or above .69 and were
then combined. It was expected that burnout would exhibit a similar pattern; however, two
subscales (emotional fatigue and reduced personal accomplishment) were only correlated around
.25, and so the burnout subscales were kept separate for further analyses. These condensed scales
were then examined for correlations and descriptives. See Table 12 for correlations among the
key constructs, means and standard deviations, as well as alphas along the diagonal
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Table 12: Correlations, Means, SD, and alphas of all key Study 2 Variables
1
1. Creative Process Engagement

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

.872

2. Creativity Scale

.589**

.917

3.. Extroversion

.267**

.457**

.871

4.. Agreeableness

.330**

.234**

.210**

.799

5. Conscientiousness

.321**

.296**

.269**

.509**

.862

6. Neuroticism

-.179**

-.333**

-.475**

-.532**

-.578**

.884

7. Openness

.496**

.473**

.228**

.352**

.322**

-.188**

.770

8. Organizational Constraints

-.145*

-.140*

-.136*

-.445**

-.446**

.421**

-.249**

.899

*

-0.086

-0.113

.175

**

-0.015

.373**

.809

9. Quantitative Workload

0.113

0.078

-.142

10. Fit

.413**

.530**

.369**

.268**

.330**

-.265**

.170**

-.232**

-0.046

.964

11. Flow

.485**

.505**

.393**

.450**

.596**

-.520**

.354**

-.387**

-0.042

.546**

.929

12. Engagement

.467**

.517**

.403**

.277**

.357**

-.329**

.188**

-.132*

0.095

.595**

.686**

.928

13. Climate for Innovation

.377**

.437**

.401**

.272**

.336**

-.323**

.168**

-.260**

-0.041

.723**

.610**

.591**

14. Emotional Fatigue

-.162**

-.198**

-.223**

-.382**

-.483**

.492**

-.208**

.581**

.351**

-.344**

-.491**

-.317**

15. Reduced Personal
Accomplishment
16. Depersonalization

-.406**

-.461**

-.369**

-.382**

-.411**

.424**

-.230**

.190**

-0.010

-.490**

-.609**

-.643**

-.187**

-0.037

-0.008

-.487**

-.466**

.336**

-.267**

.558**

.237**

-.172**

-.346**

-0.061

17. Physical Symptoms
18. Job Satisfaction

-0.074
.378**

-.193**
.402**

-.236**
.296**

-.258**
.436**

-.333**
.498**

.450**
-.442**

-0.101
.225**

.424**
-.415**

.156*
-0.080

-.237**
.546**

-.357**
.645**

-.258**
.669**

19. Turnover Intentions

-.273**

-.247**

-.196**

-.313**

-.334**

.254**

-.225**

.376**

0.119

-.428**

-.415**

-.342**

20. Participant Age

-.171**

-.152*

-0.064

.024

.246**

-.093

-.031

-.139*

-.142*

.009

.070

-.077

-.054

-.110

-.112

-.010

.133*

.124*

.003

-.008

.072

-.003

.017

.018

21. Participant Gender
Mean
Standard Deviation

3.74
0.55

3.66
0.61

3.19
0.90
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3.87
0.69

4.08
0.70

2.47
0.92

3.77
0.57

2.06
0.76

3.14
0.86

5.13
1.20

5.62
0.84

5.02
0.99

14

14. Emotional Fatigue

-.355**

.924

15. Reduced Personal
Accomplishment
16. Depersonalization

-.433**

.256**

.797

-.168**

.720**

.100

.856

17. Physical Symptoms

-.260**

.534**

.184**

.328**

.964

18. Job Satisfaction

.506**

-.675**

-.555**

-.479**

-.408**

.810

19. Turnover Intentions

-.409**

.512**

.300**

.403**

.383**

-.593**

-

20. Participant Age

-.095

-.086

-.052

-.123*

-.022

.056

-.003

-

21. Participant Gender

-.084

-.075

-.003

-.115

.003

.127*

-.078

.211**

-

36.29
9.91

1.37
0.48

13. Climate for
Innovation

15

16

Mean
3.68
2.92
3.19
2.55
Standard Deviation
0.92
1.31
0.96
1.36
Note: * = significant at the .01 level, ** = significant at the .001 level
Alphas for scale reliabilities are included in bold on the diagonals
n ranges from 254 (physical symptoms) to 273
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17

1.71
0.63

18

5.42
1.08

19

2.11
1.05

20

21

13
.964

Hypothesis 2, which stated that creativity would be positively related to health as
measured through physical symptoms (negative relationship expected; H1a) job satisfaction
(positive relationship expected; H1a), burnout (negative relationship expected; H1c), was
examined through the above correlation analysis and simple linear regression. In Table 12, it is
clear to see that all creativity scales (Creative Process Engagement, Creativity Scale, and
Openness to Experience) correlated in the expected directions with the three facets of burnout,
physical symptoms, and job satisfaction. However, depersonalization, one facet of burnout, was
only significantly negatively correlated with creative process engagement and openness to
experience and physical symptoms were only related to the general creativity scale. Simple linear
regression uncovered these relationships further. All the regression equations were statistically
significant; creativity significantly and positively predicted job satisfaction (R2 = .17, β = .408, p
< .001) and significantly negatively predicted physical symptoms (R2 = .02, β = -.151, p = .016)
and all facets of burnout (overall R2 = .131, β = -.362, p < .001) See Table 13 for details. These
findings indicate that, indeed, individual creativity is positively related to worker well-being, and
more creative workers are more likely to be satisfied in their jobs, experience better physical
health, and experience better lower levels of burnout. These results show support for hypothesis
1.
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Table 13: Linear Regressions of Individual Creativity on Job Satisfaction, Physical
Symptoms, and Burnout
Coefficients
Model
Std.
adjusted
Outcome Variable
B
β
t
p
R²
Error
R²
0.922
7.197
Job Satisfaction
0.128
0.408
0.000
0.166
0.163
-0.199 0.082 -0.151 -2.431 0.016
Physical Symptoms
0.023
0.019
-0.628 0.167 -0.230 -3.766 0.000
0.053
0.049
Emotional Fatigue
Reduced Personal
-0.906 0.113 -0.446 -8.021 0.000
0.199
0.196
Accomplishment
-0.557 0.174 -0.195 -3.19
Depersonalization
0.002
0.038
0.034
Overall Burnout (Combined -0.701 0.144 -0.361 -6.128
0.131
0.127
0.000
Facets)
Hypothesis 2 was focused on the relationship between job stressors (measured with
organizational constraints and quantitative workload) and job strains (measured with the wellbeing outcomes of physical symptoms, burnout, and turnover intent) as moderated by individual
creativity. It was hypothesized that the relationship between stressors and strain will be buffered,
to some extent, by individual creativity. Because creativity works somewhat as a resource, it can
help reduce the effect of stressors on strains. This was examined through moderation using linear
regression. First, the key predictor variables of creativity, the organizational constraints scale,
and the quantitative workload inventory were mean-centered and then interaction variables were
created. These were entered into separate regression equations with the IV, moderator, and their
interaction term all entered as independents and each outcome entered as the dependent variable.
Table 13 contains all of these analyses.
When organizational constraints was used as the IV measuring stressors, many of the
predicted relationships emerged as expected. Indeed, creativity (B = .747, p < .001) was
positively and significantly and organizational constraints (B = -.490, p < .001) was negatively
and significantly predictive of job satisfaction, and the R2 value of .27 revealed that 27% of the
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variance in job satisfaction could be explained by these factors, F(2, 253)= 48.144, p < .001. The
interaction term (B = .369, p < .05) was also found to be statistically significant, F(3, 252)=
34.659, with a ΔR² of .016, meaning the interaction of creativity and organizational constraints
accounts for approximately 1.6% additional variables do alone. See Figure 19 for a visual of this
relationship and Table 14 for the analysis results. The interaction was plotted using Haye’s
PROCESS model to determine effects for individuals at various levels of creativity, with low
represented as 1 standard deviation below the mean, medium as the mean, and high creativity as
1 standard deviation above the mean. Constraint significantly negatively predicted job
satisfaction for individuals with low creativity, b = -.6442, t(266) = -5.1939, p < .001,
individuals with medium levels of creativity, b = -.5276, t(266) = -6.1176, p < .001, and for
individuals with high level creativity b = -.4109, t(266) = -3.5386, p < .001. Note that the effect
size becomes less negative as creativity increases, indicating that the strength of this relationship
weakens at higher levels of creativity. Figure 20 shows the simple slopes of this effect at three
different levels of creativity. However, with quantitative workload inventories entered as the
predictor, there was no significant effect of this variable on job satisfaction and the interaction
between the quantitative workload inventory and creativity on job satisfaction was also not
significant.
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Figure 19: Plotted Interaction of the Strength of the Relationship Between Organizational
Constraints and Job Satisfaction as a Function of Individual Creativity (1 = low creativity,
2 = high creativity)
Note: the continuous variable of creativity was coded into high/low creativity (split along the
median) to better visualize the moderation effect in which the positive relationship between
constraints and strains is weaker for highly creative individuals

79

Figure 20: Plotted Simple Slopes of Predicted Values of Job Satisfaction at Various Levels
of Organizational Constraints and Individual Creativity
A similar pattern emerged when physical symptoms were regressed into constraints,
creativity, and the interaction term. Creativity (B = -.097, p < .001) was negatively and
significantly and organizational constraints (B = .334, p < .001) was positively and significantly
predictive of physical health symptoms, suggesting that constraints can result in physical strains.
The R2 value of .185 revealed that 18.5% of the variance in physical symptoms can be explained
by these two predictors, F(2, 245)= 27.825, p < .001. The interaction term (B = -0.203, p < .05)
was also found to be statistically significant, F(3, 244)= 20.319, with a ΔR² of .015, meaning the
interaction of creativity and organizational constraints accounts for approximately 1.5% more
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variance than these variables do alone. This relationship is described in Table 14 and the
interaction effect of plotted in Figure 21. Plotting these effects for various levels of creativity
using the PROCESS model, constraints significantly positively predicted physical symptoms for
individuals with low creativity, b = .4141, t(258) = 5.8996, p < .001, individuals with medium
levels of creativity, b = .3383, t(258) = 6.9572, p < .001, and for individuals with high level
creativity b = .2624, t(258) = 3.9991, p < .001. Once again, although these effects are significant
at all levels, the effect size decreases at higher levels of creativity, indicating that creativity
weakens the relationship between constraints and physical symptoms. Please see Figure 22 for a
visualization of these slopes. Again, when the quantitative workload inventory was utilized as
the “stressor” predictor, there was no significant effect for any interaction, although individually
creativity (B = -.215, p < .01) was negatively and significantly and organizational constraints (B
= .334, p < .001) was positively and significantly related to physical health symptoms. The same
pattern emerged when examining burnout as the outcome, where creativity (B = -.477, p < .001)
was negatively and significantly and organizational constraints (B = .663, p < .001) was
positively and significantly predictive of burnout and the R2 value of .407 revealed that 40.7% of
the variance in burnout can be explained by these two predictors and the interaction was also
significant (B = -0.313, p < .01) a ΔR² of .017, suggesting this step accounts for 1.7% increase in
variance. The interaction effect was again plotted at various levels of creativity, and constraints
significantly positively predicted burnout for individuals with low creativity, b = .7779, t(256) =
8.5452, p < .001, individuals with medium levels of creativity, b = .6823, t(256) = 10.7430, p <
.001, and for individuals with high level creativity b = .5867, t(256) = 6.8911, p < .001. Again,
the effect size decreased at higher levels of creativity, indicating that creativity weakens the
relationship between constraints and burnout. Please see Figures 23 and 24 for a visualization of
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the moderator effects. Additionally, when quantitative workload inventory was the predictor, the
interaction term in step 2 was not significant but quantitative workload inventory did predict
burnout significantly on its own (B = .332, p < .001). The same relationships were again
uncovered with turnover intent. Creativity (B = -.510, p < .001) was negatively and significantly
and organizational constraints (B = .454, p < .001) was positively and significantly predictive of
turnover intentions and these variables accounted for 19.3% of the variance in turnover intent;
meanwhile, the interaction between creativity and constraints was also significantly related to
turnover intent (B = -.488, p < .01) and the ΔR² was .03, suggesting the interaction adds another
3% of variance explained to the model. Constraints significantly positively predicted turnover
intentions for individuals with low creativity, b = .7056, t(265) = 5.8308, p < .001, individuals
with medium levels of creativity, b = .5035, t(265) = 5.9806, p < .001, and for individuals with
high level creativity b = .3015, t(265) = 2.6758, p < .01. As with the other outcome variables,
the effect of constraints on turnover intentions weakened at higher levels of creativity. Please
refer to Table 14 and Figures 25 and 26.
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Table 14: Moderated Multiple Regression Analysis Examining Creativity as a Moderator between
Organizational Constrains, Quantitative Workload Inventory and Various Outcomes of Well-Being
Job Satisfaction
Variables Entered
Step 1
Step 2

Step 1
Step 2

Creativity
Organizational
Constraints
Interaction
Creativity
Quantitative
Workload Inventory
Interaction

Step 2

Step 1
Step 2

Step 1
Step 2

t

0.747

0.124

0.330

6.020

-0.490

0.078

-0.343

-6.262

0.27

0.276

0.000

0.369

0.153

0.129

2.418

0.292

0.016

0.016

0.939

0.128

0.415

7.353

-0.137

0.071

-0.109

-1.928

0.178

0.178

0.055

0.150
-0.040
-0.705
Physical Symptoms

0.180

0.002

0.481

R²

ΔR²

p

0.185

0.185

0.000

0.2

0.015

0.035

-0.106

R²

ΔR²

p
0.000

0.000

β

t

Creativity
Organizational
Constraints
Interaction

-0.097

0.077

-0.075

-1.261

0.334

0.048

0.407

-0.203

0.095

-0.123

6.889
-2.124

Creativity
Quantitative
Workload Inventory
Interaction

-0.215

-0.163

0.081

-2.649

0.121

0.168

0.045

2.724

0.051

0.051

0.007

0.066

0.044
0.094
Burnout

0.709

0.053

0.002

0.479

R²

ΔR²

p

Creativity

Step 2

β

SE B

Variables Entered

Step 1

SE B

B

Variables Entered
Step 1

B

Organizational
Constraints
Interaction
Creativity
Quantitative
Workload Inventory
Interaction

0.009

B

SE B

β

t

-0.477

-0.248

0.097

-4.925

0.663

0.540

0.062

10.699

0.407

0.407

0.000

-0.313

-0.129

0.119

-2.636

0.424

0.017

0.009

-0.748

-0.386

0.109

-6.893

0.332

0.307

0.061

5.484

0.224

0.224

0.000

0.013

0.006

0.126

0.106

0.224

0.000

0.916
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0.000

0.000

Creativity
Organizational
Constraints
Interaction

-0.510

Turnover Intent
Std.
β
Error
-0.231
0.128

0.454

0.327

0.081

5.635

0.193

0.193

0.000

-0.488

-0.176

0.156

-3.135

0.223

0.030

0.002

Creativity
Quantitative
Workload Inventory
Interaction

-0.681

-0.310

0.129

-5.263

0.172

0.141

0.072

2.391

0.110

0.110

0.018

-0.034

-0.013

0.152

-0.224

0.110

0.000

0.823

Variables Entered
Step 1
Step 2

Step 1
Step 2

B
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t
-3.994

R²

ΔR²

p
0.000

0.000

Physical Symptoms

4

3

2

1
1

2

3
Organizational Constraints
1

4

2

Figure 21: Plotted Interaction of the Strength of the Relationship Between Constraints and
Physical Symptoms as a Function of Individual Creativity (1 = low creativity, 2 = high
creativity)
Note: the continuous variable of creativity was coded into high/low creativity (split along the
median) to better visualize the moderation effect in which the positive relationship between
constraints and strains is weaker for highly creative individuals
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Figure 22: Plotted Simple Slopes of Predicted Values of Physical Symptoms at Various
Levels of Organizational Constraints and Individual Creativity
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Figure 23: Plotted Interaction of the Strength of the Relationship Between Stressors and
Burnout as a Function of Individual Creativity (1 = low creativity, 2 = high creativity)
Note: the continuous variable of creativity was coded into high/low creativity (split along the
median) to better visualize the moderation effect in which the positive relationship between
constraints and strains is weaker for highly creative individuals
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Figure 24: Plotted Simple Slopes of Predicted Values of Burnout at Various Levels of
Organizational Constraints and Individual Creativity
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Figure 25: Plotted Interaction of the Strength of the Relationship Between Constraints and
Turnover Intention as a Function of Individual Creativity (1 = low creativity, 2 = high
creativity)
Note: the continuous variable of creativity was coded into high/low creativity (split along the
median) to better visualize the moderation effect in which the positive relationship between
constraints and strains is weaker for highly creative individuals
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Figure 26: Plotted Simple Slopes of Predicted Values of Turnover Intentions at Various
Levels of Organizational Constraints and Individual Creativity
These results suggest that overall, using organizational constraints as the measure of
stressor was more likely to uncover the expected results. Quantitative workload inventory was
predictive of outcomes on its own, but there was no significant moderation of creativity on the
relationships between quantitative workload inventory and measures of strain. Based on these
findings, one final moderation analysis was run in which organizational constraints was utilized
as the only predictor, creativity was the moderator, and strain measured by a combination of
physical symptoms, burnout, and turnover intent was used as the outcome. The results to this
final analysis can be seen in Table 15 and in Figure 27. Ultimately, creativity significantly and
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negatively predicted strains (B = -.354, p < .001) and organizational constraints significantly
positively predicted strains (B = .390, p < .001) with an R² = .377. The interaction effect entered
in the second model was also statistically significant (B = -.352, p < .001) with ΔR² = .035.
These results suggest that creativity and constraints predict strain and account for 28% of the
variance in strains, and the interaction between these variables adds an additional 3.5% of
variance in strains. The interaction was again plotted using Haye’s PROCESS model to
determine effects for individuals at various levels of creativity. Constraint significantly predicted
strain for individuals with low creativity, b = .6493, t(242) = 8.6768, p < .001, individuals with
medium levels of creativity, b = .5181, t(242) = 9.9729, p < .001, and for individuals with high
level creativity b = ..3869, t(242) = 5.5414, p < .001; however, the effect sizes clearly decrease
as creativity increases, indicating that the strength of this relationship decreases at higher levels
of creativity. Figure 28 demonstrates the simple slopes of the moderation effect. Overall, these
results are mostly in line with the expected patterns. Organizational constraints result in strain in
individuals at work, but within this study, creativity acted as a buffer and moderated the
relationship between stressors (constraints) and strains. However, because the results did not pan
out for the quantitative workload inventory measure of stressors, the findings suggest that
hypothesis 2 is only partially supported.
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Table 15: Moderated Role of Creativity on the Relationship Between Stressors
(Organizational Constraints) and Strain (Burnout, Physical Symptoms, and Turnover
Intent)
Coefficients
B

SE B

β

t

-0.354
0.491

0.079
0.050

-0.238
0.518

-4.503
9.804

-0.352

0.095

-0.187

-3.692

Variables Entered
Creativity
Organizational
Constraints
Interaction

Step 1
Step 2

Models
R²

ΔR²

0.377

0.377

0.412

0.035

p
0.000
0.000
0.000
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Figure 27: Plotted Interaction of the Strength of the Relationship Between Stressors and
Strains as a Function of Individual Creativity (1 = low creativity, 2 = high creativity)
Note: the continuous variable of creativity was coded into high/low creativity (split along the
median) to better visualize the moderation effect in which the positive relationship between
constraints and strains is weaker for highly creative individuals
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5

Figure 28: Plotted Simple Slopes of Predicted Values of Overall Strains at Various Levels
of Organizational Constraints and Individual Creativity
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Finally, an additional moderation analysis was conducted to test hypothesis 4, which
posited that person-organization fit would moderate the relationship between creativity and
engagement, job satisfaction, and flow states. The results are shown in Table 16. Although
creativity and fit both positively and significantly predicted all three outcomes of job satisfaction
(B = .453, p = .001; B = .409, p < .001), engagement (B = .547, p < .001; B = .402, p < .001),
and flow states (B = .672, p < .001; B = .254, p < .001), the interactions were not found to be
significant, thus hypothesis 4 was not supported. Finally, a list of all hypotheses and whether or
not they were included is featured below, as well.

Table 16: Moderated Multiple Regression Analysis Examining Creativity as a Moderator
between Fit and Outcomes
Variables Entered
Creativity
Step 1

Step 2

Fit
Creativity x
Fit

Variables Entered
Creativity
Step 1
Fit
Step 2 Creativity x
Fit
Variables Entered
Creativity
Step 1
Fit
Step 2 Creativity x
Fit

B
0.453

Job Satisfaction
SE B
β
t
0.129
0.200
3.505

0.409

0.051

0.454

0.094

0.096

0.050

B
0.547
0.402

Engagement
SE B
β
0.112
0.262
0.045
0.478

0.053

0.086

B
0.672
0.264

Flow States
SE B
β
0.095
0.377
0.038
0.376

0.041

0.070

0.030

0.028
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R²

ΔR²

p
0.001

7.944

0.330

0.330

0.000

0.983

0.332

0.003

0.326

t
4.868
8.876

R²

ΔR²

0.409

0.409

p
0.000
0.000

0.61701

0.41

0.001

0.538

t
7.047
7.019

R²

ΔR²

0.412

0.412

p
0.000
0.000

0.58243

0.412

0.001

0.561

List of Hypotheses and Support
H

Statement

Support

1a

Individual creativity will be related to well-being such
that there will be a negative relationship between
creativity and physical symptoms of health.

Supported: through both
correlations and linear regression

1b

Individual creativity will be related to well-being such
that there will be a positive relationship between
creativity and job satisfaction.

Supported: through both
correlations and linear regression

1c

Individual creativity will be related to well-being such
that there will be a negative relationship between
creativity and burnout.

Supported: through both
correlations and linear regression

2

Individual creativity will moderate the relationship
between job stressors and strain, such that high levels
of creativity will weaken the positive relationship
between stressors, as measured by job demands and
organizational constraints, and strain, as measured by
physical symptoms, burnout, and turnover intent.

Partial support: Only supported
for “constraints” as stressors, not
qualitative workload. Moderation
analysis that showed the
significant relationship between
stressors and strains weakened at
higher levels of creativity

3a

Individuals with high levels of creativity will be more
likely to appraise high work demands (as measured by
stressful scenarios) as challenge rather than hindrance
stressors, whereas those who are low on creativity,
high demands are more likely to be appraised as
hindrance stressors

Partial support: significant in the
expected directions across most of
the scenarios, and broadly across
all. Only a few scenarios
comparisons showed slightly
different patterns

3b

Appraisal of the stressors as challenges will partially
mediate the relationship between creativity and
avoidance coping.

Partial support: significant
direct effects but no indirect
effects

3c

Appraisal of the stressors as hindrances will partially
mediate the relationship between creativity and
avoidance coping.

Partial support: significant
direct effects but no indirect
effects

4a

When Person-Organization fit is high, trait creativity
will be associated with high degrees of engagement,
job satisfaction, and flow states at work.

Not supported due to no
significant interaction

4b

When Person-Organization fit is low, trait creativity
will be associated with high degrees of dissatisfaction
and disengagement.

Not supported due to no
significant interaction

95

DISCUSSION
The present study explored creativity as an important individual trait for positive
outcomes in the workplace. In addition to simply leading to positive creative outcomes such as
innovation, it was proposed that creativity can also have a positive impact on other critical
elements of the work experience such as employee satisfaction and well-being. Indeed, the two
studies conducted in the present research, one utilizing a student sample and the other a sample
of working adults across industries, found strong relationships between creativity at the
individual level and a plethora of workplace outcomes including perceptions of stressors at work,
creativity of solutions generated, coping styles, tendency to enter flow states at work, overall
engagement, burnout, turnover intent, job satisfaction, and even physical health symptoms.
Though little empirical research has previously been done to examine these specific relationships
within a workplace context, this is in line with general creativity theory and research, which has
repeatedly found positive effects of creative behaviors on mental health and general well-being
(Case & Dalley, 2014; Kaimal, Ray, & Muniz, 2016; Leckey, 2011).
The first study here utilized vignettes to examine how creativity as a trait can act as a
resource which helps individuals better manage work demands. In a variety of stressful scenarios
that were presented to the participants, modeled both after Role Stressor Theory (Kahn et al.,
1964; Katz & Kahn, 1978) and the Challenge/Hindrance Stressor Framework (LePine,
Podsakoff, & LePine, 2005), it was found that generally, higher levels of creativity was related
not only to the creativity of solutions that were generated by the participants, but also tended to
result in perceiving all stressors as challenges, expectation to engage in more active coping
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styles, lower perceptions of the stressors as hindrances, and lower tendency to engage in negative
forms of coping. These findings are in line with several stress theories, in particular Conservation
of Resources (COR) Theory (Hobfol, 1989) and the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) Model
(Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 2001). JD-R indicates that when job demands are
high (e.g., the stressful scenario), more resources are needed to manage the situation and increase
motivation. Further, COR Theory describes how even individual skills, traits, and abilities can be
considered resources, specifically personal resources. The findings of the vignette study align
with general theory about stress and resources at work.
However, the results of study 1 also provide new insight to the challenge/hindrance
framework of stressors. Specifically, in original conceptualizations of this framework
(Cavanaugh et al., 2000), stressors were generally labelled as either challenges or hindrances
based upon their specific characteristics. For example, workload or deadlines were seen as
challenges, whereas constraints or conditions were seen as hindrances. However, the findings of
the present study indicate that labelling a stressor as challenge or hindrance based upon its
objective features may be an oversimplification. The present results support a model of appraisal,
in which individuals perceive stressors as challenges or hindrances as a function of the
individuals’ traits, states, and other factors and not just a function of the characteristics of the
stressor itself. Indeed, some researchers have already called to shift the paradigm of
challenge/hindrance stressors in this appraisal direction (Horan, Nakahara, DiStasio, & Jex,
2020).
An additional important factor of this vignette study is the generally highly significant
relationships across important variables, including the participant ratings of stressor perceptions
as well as trained raters’ evaluation of participant-generated solutions. It was repeatedly found
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that the manipulation of vignette type effected whether the participants viewed the stressors as
challenging or hindering and almost entirely in the expected way, indicating the manipulation
was detected. It was also found that individual creativity was highly correlated to the rated
creativity of the generation solutions, indicating strong support that the creativity scales really do
measure an important individual trait that can result in positive workplace outcomes. Although
the mediation indirect effects from creativity to coping through appraisal was not significant,
many direct relationships were still found to be highly significant, indicating that overall,
creativity is related to appraising stressors at work more positively and coping in more positive
ways as well. Organizations seeking to hire individuals who can generate creative solutions,
defined as being new and useful, should certainly consider increased interest in creativity.
Furthermore, the findings of the present studies indicate that these creative employees may also
be more satisfied, positive, and able to manage difficult stressful situations of a variety of types.
The second study presented here examined a variety of working adults across industries
for broad relationships between creativity and health and well-being outcomes. The “arts” have
long been utilized to manage mental health (Case & Dalley, 2014) and engaging in these
traditionally creative behaviors have been found in previous studies to help with cognitive and
emotional recovery from work (Eschleman, Mathieu, & Cooper, 2017). This study expanded
upon those findings by undercovering relationships among workers across industries between
creativity and the stressor-strain pathway. Theories of stress have described it as a pathway, with
situations being considered stressor, which leads to perceptions of stress, which ultimately results
in strain (Spector & Jex, 1998). The first study found that creativity would mitigate this pathway
by acting as a resource. This second study examined specific types of strain more closely.
Specifically, creativity acted as a buffer between stressors, defined as organizational constraints,
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and strains, measured by physical symptoms, turnover intent, and burnout. It was also found in
that the negative relationship between stressors (constraints) and job satisfaction was also
mitigated by employee creativity. Interestingly, the quantitative workload inventory did not show
the same patterns of moderated relationships between stressors, creativity, and strains. This could
perhaps be explained by the results of study 1, which found creative people inclined to view
stressors as challenges as opposed to hindrances. Examining the items in both the organizational
constraints scale and quantitative workload inventory, found in Appendix VII, one can say that
the organizational constraints items represent similar workplace stressors as those found in the
Vignette Study. For example, the items “lack of necessary information about what to do or how
to do it” or “incorrect instructions” could directly represent an ambiguity stressor situation. An
item like “organizational rules and procedures” may represent a conflict stressor. The items in
the quantitative workload inventory include statements such as “how often does your job leave
you with little time to get things done?” and “how often do you have more work than you can do
well?” These items almost directly describe hindrance stressors, but even if one were to argue
that they could be seen as role overload stressors, it was also found in study 1 that role overload
stressor scenarios tended to score high in perceptions as hindrance stressors compared even to
the ambiguity or conflict scenarios. Thus, the results from study 1 and types of stressors may
explain why these two scales representing stressors had different outcomes, where organizational
constraints are stressor types that can be overcome by the resource that is creativity, but
quantitative workload inventory items cannot.
Furthermore, although the moderation hypothesis suggesting that fit and creativity would
interact to predict flow and engagement was not supported, the lack of support for this
interaction may be more of an issue of how fit was measured. The creativity measures were
99

based on specific behaviors and did not address whether individuals perceive themselves as
creative, whereas the fit measures were more focused on a general self-perception and how
participants thought they match the organization. Using self-appraisal of creativity along with
perception of the job’s creative needs may been more likely to demonstrate the expected
interaction. It is worth noting, however, that even with the potential measurement issue,
creativity was significantly and positively correlated with both outcomes. Thus, organizations
who want workers to be productive and engaged may also be interested in investing in ways to
enhance employee creativity.
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LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

Although these two studies uncovered new and important relationships between creativity
and stress pathways at work, there were some limitations to the present research. In the first
study, one limitation of course was that it utilized a student sample, and the participants were
responding to written vignette scenarios. These results are significant and certainly uncover
interesting relationships, but it the findings may not be generalizable to real work scenarios with
real stressors. Students who participated in this study were not under actual pressure to perform
and did not have to worry about consequences to the stressors presented to them in any real
capacity. Although this certainly limits the conclusions that can be drawn from these results, it is
possible that the effects within real workplace contexts would be even stronger due to the
urgency of the situation. Future research should try to examine this by collecting data on
creativity, stressors, perception, and coping among real employees experiencing real examples of
role stressors and challenge/hindrance stressors. A daily diary study could be utilized within a
stressful job where participants are asked to record stressful events that occurred to them
throughout the workday and how they reacted to these events. Coders could than analyze the
scenarios that were reported and code them by stressor type.

The second study was limited by its broadness. The diversity of the sample was a strength
as it indicates that the significant relationships that emerged are likely seen across ages, genders,
industries, and more factors. However, there is likely far more nuance than could be explored
within this single cross-sectional survey. For example, the moderation hypothesis examining
person-job fit was not significant, but perhaps it would have been more observable had the study
focused on individual fit within specific, creative jobs. Future studies should examine how
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industry and job title may be higher level variables that influence the ways creativity impact
outcomes, either by comparing the way employees and their creativity matter within a “highly
creative” job or industry to a “less creative” job or industry, or through close exploration within a
single organization and/or industry.
Finally, another limitation to this study was that there were no actual “interventions” to
explain how creativity can be utilized within work beyond just the individual’s level of
creativity. Research is needed to examine if providing creative tasks/work to employees can also
influence the outcomes explored in this study. For example, a study may be able to look at how
workers within the same job title could experience more positive well-being outcomes if they are
given tasks that allow them to generate ideas and solutions as opposed to tasks that are more
monotonous. Indeed, creative behavior helps well-being outside of work (Chapman et al., 2001;
Geue et al., 2010; Gussak, 2009; Kopytin & Lebedev, 2013; Svensk et al, 2009) and the present
study discovered that creative people may be more prone to more positive well-being at work in
general; thus, perhaps this effect could be amplified within the work context. Such a study could
also explore how these effects differ depending upon the industry or the employee’s trait
creativity. It would also align well with Holland’s theory of vocational interests (1959) and
would serve as good intervention research for organizations seeking to improve their employee
experience.
The results of this study also raise a very practical question surrounding the utility of
having a creative work force and that relative utility compared to other skills and resources
employees could have. Future studies may want to examine how different workplace resources
such as creativity, social support, physical tools, etc. may interact with one another and
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compliment one another. For example, might a creative person also be more likely to seek out
and develop other important resources? Or could certain resources be more valuable than others
in certain circumstances, or counterbalance one another? Such a study would be useful to
provide practitioners in how to best equip their workforce to manage difficult circumstances.
Ultimately, many benefits to individual creativity and creative behaviors, but the extent to
which these positive outcomes emerge at work are not fully known and have scarcely been
explored. The present studies served to further a line of research that uncovers the ways in which
the future of work may be both healthier and more creative.
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CONCLUSION
The two studies conducted together demonstrate that creativity as an individual trait can
have a positive impact on both employees and organizations. The findings of these studies
suggest that trait creativity impacts not only employees’ capacity to generate new and useful
ideas and solutions, but also their ability to manage and respond to stressors at work. Regardless
of industry, creativity can be a resource for both the individual employee by helping them to
manage and respond to stressful work situations, and for the organization, because in the current
era of changing work, creative employees will not only be more equipped to provide the kinds of
solutions and innovations that many organizations are looking for, but these employees will also
be more engaged and generally satisfied with work even in the face of stress.
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APPENDIX A: VIGNETTE SCENARIOS
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Role Conflict:
Challenge Scenario:
You are an employee in a large furniture sales company. You are closing up at your job
when a customer comes in with a detailed order that will take at least thirty minutes to fill. Your
manager has recently requested that you are careful not to work overtime and that no one stays
longer than fifteen minutes past their shift. The manager will be unhappy with you if they see
that you have stayed late and may cut your hours as a result. However, you want to help the
customer because you work off commission and it is a large order.
What can you do in order to satisfy both your manager and the customer’s requests?
(Open Ended Responses)
Please assess how the above scenario would be likely to affect you.
(Challenge/Hindrance items)
Hindrance Scenario:
As a worker in a large food service chain, you are trying to complete a series of tasks as
quickly as possible, which includes dealing with impatient customers. Your manager and
company overall have a policy that expects a certain degree of timeliness in each task. However,
it is also expected that you will follow a series of very specific, detailed safety procedures that
include cleanliness and sanitation as well as careful handling of food and drink items. It is almost
impossible to work both quickly and follow every safety protocol.
What are some things you do to manage these competing demands?
(Open Ended Responses)
Please assess how the above scenario would be likely to affect you.
(Challenge/Hindrance items)

Role Ambiguity:
Challenge Scenario:
As a mid-level employee in a marketing company, an important project lands on your
desk that you know will get the attention of the boss and could lead to a promotion. The person
who approves it is leaving for a five-day vacation and wants it completed on their desk when
they return. However, the topic is one with which you are unfamiliar, and the specific outcomes
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that are requested in the instructions are not clear either. You really want to take this opportunity
to prove yourself, but you also do not want to risk looking bad to your boss if it is obvious that
you did not understand the project.
What are some approaches you may take to handling this ambiguous project?
(Open Ended Responses)
Please assess how the above scenario would be likely to affect you.
(Challenge/Hindrance items)
Hindrance Scenario:
You work for a small business and the owner is out of town. A customer enters the store
in a fury about their order. They shout at you that the company that shipped their order made a
mistake and shipped it incomplete; however they won’t give their order number which would
allow you to look up the details of the order. Additionally, you don’t have the authority to make
big decisions about refunds without the boss and do not have access to the information to contact
the shipping company.
What are some ways you can manage this customer and their many demands?
(Open Ended Responses)
Please assess how the above scenario would be likely to affect you.
(Challenge/Hindrance items)
Role Overload:
Challenge Scenario:
You are an employee for a mid-size software manufacturer. A close friend of yours at
work has fallen ill and needs to take time off, but their work still needs to be done. As the person
who worked most closely with that individual, your supervisor has decided that you should
complete all their tasks in addition to your own. The problem is, both of you have a strict
deadline to complete your work on the same day, which is only two weeks from now. You know
both jobs require 40 hours per week of work to be done well, and you don’t want your friend or
yourself to suffer because the work doesn’t get done or is sloppy. You know they would do the
same for you.
What do you do to handle the added workload and the time pressure?
(Open Ended Responses)
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How do you feel about this scenario?
(Challenge/Hindrance items)
Hindrance Scenario:
As a government employee who works at the tax collector’s office, you have been forced
to temporarily work from home due to COVID. You find out that the new work-from-home VPN
contains a number of firewalls that do not allow you to access many of the websites and software
that you need to complete your tasks. You have a major project due in one week that, if not
completed, could result in reprecussions or even termination. You reach out to IT and they give
you a timeline of a week before you will be able to access this information as they are still
adjusting to the new work-from-home situation. You then reach out to your superiors asking for
an extension on the project, but your request is denied.
What are some things you can do to try to alleviate this situation?
(Open Ended Responses)
How do you feel about this scenario?
(Challenge/Hindrance items)
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APPENDIX B: ITEMS FROM CHALLENGE/HINDRANCE APPRAISAL INVENTORY
(SEARLE & AUTON, 2015)
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Prompt: Please assess how the above scenario would be likely to affect you.
1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree)
Challenge Items
1. It will help me learn a lot
2. It will make the experience educational
3. It will show me I can do something new
4. It will keep me focused on doing well
Hindrance Items
1. It will hinder any achievements I might have
2. It will restrict my capabilities
3. It will limit how well I can do
4. It will prevent me from mastering difficult aspects of the work
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APPENDIX C: ITEMS FROM COPE INVENTORY (CARVER 1997)
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Prompt: Now imagine that scenario was something you experienced at work regularly. From the
list below, which of the following behaviors might you engage in as a means of managing the
stress from this situation
1 (I would not do this at all) to 4 (I’ve would do this a lot)
Active Coping:
1. Concentrate my efforts on doing something about the situation
2. Take action to try to make the situation better
Planning Coping
3. Try to come up with a strategy about what to do
4. Think hard about what steps to take
Positive Reframing Coping
5. Try to see it in a different light to make it seem more positive
6. Look for something good in what's happening
Humor Coping
7. Make jokes about it
8. Make fun of the situation
Emotional Support Coping
9. Get emotional support from others
10. Get comfort and understanding from someone
Mental Disengagement Coping
11. Turn to work or other activities to get my mind off things
12. Do something to think about it less such as movies, tv, reading, daydreaming, etc.
Substance Abuse Coping
13. Use alcohol or other drugs to make myself feel better
14. Use alcohol or other drugs to get through it
Behavioral Disengagement Coping (Avoidance)
15. Give up on trying to deal with it
16. Give up the attempt to cope
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APPENDIX D: ITEMS FROM THE CREATIVITY SCALE (ZHOU & GEORGE, 2001)
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Prompt: At work, please indicate how often you engage in the following behaviors:
1 (never) to 5 (very frequently).
1. I suggest new ways to achieve goals or objectives.
2. I come up with new and practical ideas to improve performance.
3. I search out new technologies, processes, techniques, and/or product ideas.
4. I suggest new ways to increase quality.
5. I am a good source of creative ideas.
6. I am not afraid to take risks.
7. I promote and champion ideas to others.
8. I exhibit creativity on the job when given the opportunity to.
9. I develop adequate plans and schedules for the implementation of new ideas
10. I often have new and innovative ideas
11. I comes up with creative solutions to problems
12. I often have a fresh approach to problems.
13. I suggest new ways of performing work tasks.
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APPENDIX E: ITEMS FROM THE CREATIVITY PROCESS ENGAGEMENT (ZHANG
& BARTOL, 2010)
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Prompt: At work, please indicate how often you engage in the following behaviors:
1 (never) to 5 (very frequently).
Problem identification items:
1. I spend considerable time trying to understand the nature of the problem.
2. I think about the problem from multiple perspectives.
3. I decompose a difficult problem/assignments into parts to obtain greater understanding
Information searching and encoding items:
1. I consult a wide variety of information.
2. I search for information from multiple sources (e.g., personal memories, others'
experience, documentation, Internet, etc.).
3. I retain large amounts of detailed information in my area of expertise for future use.
Idea generation items
1. I consider diverse sources of information in generating new ideas.
2. I look for connections with solutions used in seeming diverse areas.
3. I generate a significant number of alternatives to the same problem before I choose the
final solution.
4. I try to devise potential solutions that move away from established ways of doing things.
5. I spend considerable time shifting through information that helps to generate new ideas
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APPENDIX F: FIVE FACTOR PERSONALITY MEASURE (JOHN & SRIVASTAVA,
1999)
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Prompt: I see myself as someone who…
1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree)
1. Is talkative
2. Tends to find fault with others
3. Does a thorough job
4. Is depressed, blue
5. Is original, comes up with new ideas
6. Is reserved
7. Is helpful and unselfish with others
8. Can be somewhat careless
9. Is relaxed, handles stress well
10. Is curious about many different things
11. Is full of energy
12. Starts quarrels with others
13. Is a reliable worker
14. Can be tense
15. Is ingenious, a deep thinker
16. Generates a lot of enthusiasm
17. Has a forgiving nature
18. Tends to be disorganized
19. Worries a lot
20. Has an active imagination
21. Tends to be quiet
22. Is generally trusting
23. Tends to be lazy
24. Is emotionally stable, not easily upset
25. Is inventive
26. Has an assertive personality
27. Can be cold and aloof
28. Perseveres until the task is finished
29. Can be moody
30. Values artistic, aesthetic experiences
31. Is sometimes shy, inhibited
32. Is considerate and kind to almost everyone
33. Does things efficiently
34. Remains calm in tense situations
35. Prefers work that is routine
36. Is outgoing, sociable
37. Is sometimes rude to others
38. Makes plans and follows through with them
39. Gets nervous easily
40. Likes to reflect, play with ideas
41. Has no artistic interests
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42. Likes to cooperate with others
43. Is easily distracted
44. Is sophisticated in art, music, or literature
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APPENDIX G: ORGANIZATIONAL CONSTRAINTS SCALE AND QUANTITATIVE
WORKLOAD INVENTORY (SPECTOR AND JEX, 1998)
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Prompt: How often do you find it difficult or impossible to do your job because of…?
1 (less than once per month or never) to 5 (several times per day).
Organizational Constraints Scale, OCS
1. Poor equipment or supplies.
2. Organizational rules and procedures.
3. Other employees.
4. Your supervisor.
5. Lack of equipment or supplies.
6. Inadequate training.
7. Interruptions by other people.
8. Lack of necessary information about what to do or how to do it.
9. Conflicting job demands.
10. Inadequate help from others.
11. Incorrect instructions.
Quantitative Workload Inventory, QWI
1. How often does your job require you to work very fast?
2. How often does your job require you to work very hard?
3. How often does your job leave you with little time to get things done?
4. How often is there a great deal to be done?
5. How often do you have to do more work than you can do well?
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APPENDIX H: PERSON-ORGANIZATION FIT SCALE (CABLE AND DERUE, 2002)
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Prompt: Please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with the following statements.
1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree)
Person-Organization Fit
1. The things that I value in life are very similar to the things that my organization values
2. My personal values match my organization’s values and culture
3. My organization’s values and culture provide a good fit with the things that I value in life
Needs-Supplies Fit
1. There is a good fit between what my job offers me and what I am looking for in a job
2. The attributes that I look for in a job are fulfilled very well by my present job
3. The job that I currently hold gives me just about everything that I want from a job
Demands-Abilities Fit
1. The match is very good between the demands of my job and my personal skills
2. My abilities and training are a good fit with the requirements of my job
3. My personal abilities and education provide a good match with the demands that my job
places on me
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APPENDIX I: FLOW STATE SCALE (JACKSON & MARSH, 1996)
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Prompt: When you are working, how often would you say you feel the following ways?
1 (never) to 7 (always/every day)

O#

N#

Original Item

Adapted Item

1

1

I was challenged, but I believed my skills
would allow me to meet the challenge.

I am challenged, but I believe my skills
allow me to meet the challenge.

Challenge-Skill
Balance

3

2

I knew clearly what I wanted to do.

I know clearly what I want to do.

Clear Goals

5

3

My attention was focused entirely on what I
was doing.

My attention is focused entirely on
what I am doing.

Concentration on
Task at Hand

6

4

I felt in total control of what I was doing.

I feel in total control of what I am
doing.

Paradox of
Control

10

5

My abilities matched the high challenge of
the situation.

My abilities match the high challenge
of the job.

Challenge-Skill
Balance

12

6

I had a strong sense of what I wanted to do.

I have a strong sense of what I want to
do.

Clear Goals

14

7

It was no effort to keep my mind on what
was happening.

It is no effort to keep my mind on what
is happening.

Concentration on
Task at Hand

15

8

I felt like I could control what I was doing.

I feel like I can control what I am
doing.

Paradox of
Control

19

9

I felt I was competent enough to meet the
high demands of the situation.

I feel I am competent enough to meet
the high demands of the situation.

Challenge-Skill
Balance

21

10

I knew what I wanted to achieve.

I know what I want to achieve.

Clear Goals

22

11

I had a good idea while I was performing
about how well I was doing.

I have a good idea while I am
performing about how well I am doing.

Unambiguous
Feedback

23

12

I had total concentration.

I have total concentration.

Concentration on
Task at Hand

24

13

I had a feeling of total control.

I have a feeling of total control.

Paradox of
Control

28

14

The challenge and my skills were at an
equally high level.

The challenge and my skills are at an
equally high level.

Challenge-Skill
Balance

30

15

My goals were clearly defined.

My goals are clearly defined

Clear Goals

31

16

I could tell by the way I was performing

I can tell by the way I am performing

Unambiguous

125

Factor

how well I was doing.

how well I am doing.

Feedback

32

17

I was completely focused on the task at
hand.

I am completely focused on the task at
hand.

Concentration on
Task at Hand

33

18

I felt in total control of my body.

I feel in total control of my body.

Paradox of
Control

Note: O# = original item number; N# = this shortened scale’s item number. Items were used
from the highest loading sub-scales based on original findings. The original scale had 36 items.
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APPENDIX J: ENGAGEMENT (SCHAUFELI, BAKKER, & SALANOVA (2006))
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Prompt: How often do you feel the following ways?
1 (never) to 7 (always/every day)
Vigor items
1. At my work, I feel bursting with energy.
2. At my job, I feel strong and vigorous.
3. When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to work.
4. I can continue working for very long periods at a time.
5. At my job, I am very resilient, mentally.
6. At my work, I always persevere, even when things do not go well.
Dedication items
1. I find the work that I do full of meaning and purpose.
2. I am enthusiastic about my job.
3. My job inspires me.
4. I am proud of the work that I do.
5. To me, my job is challenging.
Absorption items
1. Time flies when I am working.
2. When I am working, I forget everything else around me.
3. I feel happy when I am working intensely.
4. I am immersed in my work.
5. I get carried away when I am working.
6. It is difficult to detach myself from my job.
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APPENDIX K: MASLACH’S BURNOUT INVENTORY (MASLACH ET AL., 1986)
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Prompt: Please indicate how often the following statements are true.
1 (never) to 5 (every day)
Emotional fatigue items
1. I feel emotionally drained from work
2. I feel used up at the end of the work day
3. I feel fatigued when I get up in the morning and have to face another day on the job
4. Working with people all day is really a strain for me
5. I feel burned out from my work
6. I feel frustrated by my job
7. I feel I’m working too hard on my job
8. My job puts too much stress on me
9. I feel like I’m at the end of my rope
Personal accomplishment items
10. I can easily understand how my recipients feel about things
11. I deal very effectively with the problems of people at work
12. I feel I’m positively influencing other people’s lives through my work
13. I feel very energetic
14. I can easily create a relaxed atmosphere with my recipients
15. I feel exhilarated after working closely with others
16. I have accomplished many worthwhile things in the job
17. In my work, I deal with emotional problems very calmly
Depersonalization items
18. I feel I treat some people at work as if they were impersonal ‘objects’
19. I’ve become more callous toward people since I took this job
20. I worry that this job is hardening me emotionally
21. I don’t really care what happens to some people I work with
22. I feel people at work blame me for some of their problems
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APPENDIX L: GENERAL JOB SATISFACTION (JUDGE, BONO, & LOCKE, 2000)
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Prompt: Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements:
0 (strongly disagree) to 10 (strongly agree)
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

I feel fairly satisfied with my present job.
Most days I am enthusiastic about my work.
Each day at work seems like it will never end. (reverse coded)
I find real enjoyment in my work.
I consider my job to be rather unpleasant. (reverse coded)
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APPENDIX M: PHYSICAL SYMPTOMS OF WELL-BEING (SPECTOR & JEX, 1997)
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Prompt: Please indicate how often you experience the following physical symptoms:
1 (not at all) to 5 (every day).
1. An upset stomach or nausea
2. A backache
3. Trouble sleeping
4. Headache
5. Acid indigestion or heartburn
6. Eye strain
7. Diarrhea
8. Stomach cramps (Not menstrual)
9. Constipation
10. Ringing in the ears
11. Loss of appetite
12. Dizziness
13. Tiredness or fatigue
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